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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN REPORTED INSTRUCTIONAL
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS AND HIGH-QUALITY PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT FACTORS
With the reauthorization of the 2015 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), a focus
has been placed on the principal as an instructional leader to improve school culture and
student achievement. Professional Development (PD) can improve teacher capacity and
student outcomes through long-term, job-embedded, coherent, collaborative, and focused
activities. This correlational study explored the relationship between principals’ reported
behaviors and rankings of the importance of high-quality PD factors. Through a selfreported survey, elementary school principals across the United States were asked to
report the frequency of instructional leader behaviors as measured via the Principal
Instructional Management Scale (PIMRS) and rank the importance of five high-quality
PD factors. Results from the study indicated differences in rankings of the importance of
the PD factors and their reported frequency of behaviors, including differences based on
years of experience and district setting (urban, suburban/urban). No relationship was
found between the reported behaviors and PD factors.
KEYWORDS: Professional Development, Instructional Leadership, PIMRS, School
Culture, Coherence
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Effective professional development (PD) in education has become an important
topic. The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) explicitly outlines what determines good
PD (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). Good PD includes sustainable activities (not
stand-alone workshops), collaborative, data-driven, job-embedded, classroom-focused,
and intensive (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). PD must align with the school's or
state's learning goals (U.S. Department of Education, 2020). Regardless of the topic, e.g.,
deeper learning, technology-driven, or dissecting common core, education leaders have
emphasized PD to expand the supply of individuals' skill sets and well-defined classroom
practices by teachers (Little, 1993). Effective PD needs to be long-term, job-embedded,
have a high coherence level, collaborative, and narrow and focused (Borko, 2004;
Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Penul et al., 2007).
Principals play a crucial role in sustaining effective PD in their schools by
determining teachers' timing, pedagogy, delivery, and PD content (Brown & Militello,
2016; Sterrett & Richardson, 2020). Principals indirectly affect student achievement
(Casey et al., 2013; Leithwood, Anderson, Mascall, & Strauss, 2010; Robinson et al.,
2008). Teachers directly impact student learning, and principals impact teacher learning
(Brown & Militello, 2016). Principals impact teacher learning by organizing the learning
environment, setting the direction for the school, and developing teaching and learning
practices (Heck & Hallinger, 2014).
Leadership in PD by principals is a critical piece of the school improvement
processes (Youngs & King, 2002). The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
and the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) developed the
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Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL). These standards were designed
to help educational leaders meet the current and future challenges of student learning
(National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015). Principals must meet
specific criteria to be considered adequate. The school's culture becomes that of learning
when high-quality PD and effective principal leadership behaviors align. The influence of
the school environment or culture plays into the leadership style (Day et al., 2011) and
how the leader changes strategies best fit their organization.
Research supports an instructional leadership style as a core element of school
leadership in an array of school contexts worldwide, but often lacked a clear definition of
instructional leadership (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). In response, Hallinger and Murphy
(1985) developed a conceptual framework based on Hallinger’s (1983) dissertation study.
This conceptual framework outlines instructional leader responsibilities within three
dimensions: defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and
developing a positive school learning climate). Within these three dimensions, they
further identified ten instructional leadership functions (Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1. 1
Dimensions and Functions of Instructional Leadership

Note. Adapted from Hallinger and Murphy (1987).
Based on this conceptual framework, Hallinger & Murphy (1985) created the
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), a questionnaire designed to
help identify the extent to which behaviors are used by principals. The PIMRS has been
used in numerous research studies and has been instrumental in understanding how
leadership practice contributes to student learning and school improvement (Hallinger &
Heck, 2010).
There has been extensive research on principals as change agents to improve
school culture (Acton, 2021; Bredeson, 2000; Smith & Piele, 2006; Youngs & King,
2002), and the leadership behaviors they employ to make these changes, specifically
behaviors associated with defining the school mission, managing instructional programs,
and developing a positive school learning climate (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). However,
the ways in which principals enact these leadership behaviors are shaped by environment
and personal characteristics (Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
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Purpose and Significance of the Problem
This study aimed to add to the current literature by exploring the potential
linkages between PD and instructional leadership behaviors. Specifically, this study
explored the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of high-quality
PD factors and their reported behaviors related to defining the school mission, managing
instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate.
More emphasis was placed on educational leadership (Young et al., 2017) with
the reauthorization of ESSA in 2015. Principals become change agents for their schools
when they build and improve professional capital (Hirsh, 2016). Principals have been
tasked with changing the culture and improvement of their schools (Wieczorek, 2017;
Youngs & King, 2002). Principals must create a sustainable system to deepen the quality
of teaching (Fullan, 2005), thus improving student achievement. This sustainability is
achieved through developing a learning culture supported by effective PD. Effective PD
has been shown to improve teaching practices (Garet et al., 2001; Guskey, 2003; Kuijpers
et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2010; Yoon et al., 2007). The school's culture affects how PD
is viewed, fosters productivity, improves collaborative activities, and increases attention
on what is important and valued (Smith & Piele, 2006). Culture influences the collective
behavior of the school's staff and students more than an individual (Deal & Peterson,
1999). Though it is the most influential, culture takes time to develop. By encouraging
continued learning through PD, the principal can create a learning culture and improve
students' learning outcomes (Robinson et al., 2008).
The principal is critically important in developing effective PD to develop
teachers' efficacy to improve student learning outcomes. Numerous studies have focused
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on school culture, the importance PD plays in organizational change, and the role of the
principal as an instructional leader in developing professional capital in schools (e.g.,
Henderson, 2012; Whitworth & Chiu, 2015; Youngs & King, 2002). Studies have also
focused on PD's role in developing the school culture and professional capital (e.g.,
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Kuijpers et al., 2012; Patton et al., 2012). However, there is a
paucity of research on how principal's instructional leadership behavior might influence
how they approach PD.
Sociocultural Theory
Vygotsky's sociocultural theory lens was applied in this study. Specifically,
principals were viewed through the lens of how socialization and environment might
affect the practices deployed when developing PD and performing instructional
leadership behaviors. The sociocultural theory posits that teachers learn and develop
skills from social interactions mediated through cultural artifacts (i.e., symbols, language,
and materials) (Jeong et al., 2022). This study applied a perspective on teachers' learning
through PD to impact school culture. Culture shapes the way an organization functions.
In recent years, studies applying the sociocultural lens to learning in the K-12 context
increased (Jeong et al., 2022; Shabani, 2016). While adult learning theory purports that
individuals oversee their learning, a sociocultural lens focuses on culture and social
interactions to create learning. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory focused on the idea that
all psychological functions are inherently social (Shabani, 2016). Expressly, sociocultural
theory purports that learning is only internalized by the social interaction of two or more
people over prolonged periods around a clearly defined activity (Shabani, 2016).

5

Study Design and Research Questions
This study used a correlational design to explore the relationship between the
rankings of the importance of high-quality professional development (PD) factors across
five areas (i.e., coherence, job-embedded, collaboration, duration, focused) and
principals’ reported instructional leadership behaviors in three dimensions (i.e., defining
the school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate). There are a number of terms used in this study. For this study, PD is
defined as processes educators use to enhance professional capital for long-term
sustainable improved student achievement through collaboration, job-embedded, focused,
long-term, and coherent activities through formal and informal interactions. As it relates
to the five high-quality PD factors, the following definitions apply.
•

Coherent – Activities consistent with teacher goals, build on earlier activities,
followed by additional activities, involve discussions of teachers' experiences, and
support national, state, and district standards and assessments (Birman et al.,
2000)

•

Collaborative – Participation of teachers from the same department, subject, or
grade to discuss concepts and problems (Birman et al., 2000); includes learning
communities, communities of practice, and professional learning
communities/teams (DuFour, 2014)

•

Duration – A longer time frame to enact activities that allow teachers to
assimilate skills into their practice, self-reflect, discuss and receive feedback to
improve upon (Penul et al., 2007)
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•

Focused – Narrowed on improving and deepening teachers' content knowledge
(Desimone, 2009)

•

Job-embedded – Active learning that provides opportunities to observe and be
observed teaching; plan classroom implementation; review student work; and
present, lead and write (Birman et al., 2000)

Research Questions
The following research questions guided the study:
1. How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD factors
(i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing
their school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and
district setting?
2. To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors
related to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and
developing a positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience
and district setting?
3. What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five
high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the
school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate?
Data were collected via a survey sent to 1,262 elementary school principals across
the United States. To measure instructional leadership behaviors, the Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985)
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questionnaire was embedded into the survey. This questionnaire breaks down 50
individual behaviors into three dimensions (defining the school mission, managing
instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate and ten
leadership functions (i.e., subscales). A 5-point Likert-type scale is used to report the
frequency of use of the behaviors (almost always to almost never). Analysis of data
included descriptive (i.e., mean, S.D., percentile), inferential (i.e, one-way ANOVA), and
associational (i.e., correlational analysis, Spearman rho) statistics.
Summary
ESSA introduced a nationwide initiative to focus on the principals' changing
schools and teachers' skills rather than previous reforms. It focuses on leadership as a
driver for designing and implementing PD to improve the staff's skills. ESSA clearly
defines what PD includes, and extensive research has been conducted to determine the
characteristics that make PD effective. Research has been conducted into the different
leadership styles and the one best fit for leading schools. The proposed study explores the
relationship between principal behaviors and high-quality PD factors, using the
sociocultural lens to ground the relationship in a cultural context.
Chapter 1 provided information on the purpose and significance of the study, as
well as the problem statement. This chapter included a brief review of the methodology
and limitations of the study. In Chapter 2 a review of the literature review related to
critical components of the study will be presented. Chapter 3 focuses on the methodology
of this study, and Chapter 4 presents the findings and results of the study. Chapter 5 will
focus on a discussion of the results and implications for practice and research.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Surrounding the discussion of improving America's education system, especially
after an uncharted pandemic, are questions centered on teacher quality, school culture,
effective leadership, student academic progress, and policy change. More than ever, our
schools need great teachers and leaders (Lachlan et al., 2020). Researchers and
practitioners have long since studied the importance of quality leadership in schools and
the benefits an effective leader can enact on the school to support quality teaching and
learning (Hall, Quinn, and Gollnick, 2018). Influential principal leaders can indirectly
impact student outcomes by shaping school culture, organizing work processes, and
leading teachers (Leithwood et al., 2008). This indirect path to achieving student learning
outcomes evolves using Professional Development (PD) to enhance the professional
capital of the school. Policies have been presented to improve PD in education, and after
the pandemic, the urgency in which quality teachers need to be supported, retained, and
valued has increased. This chapter aims to examine the past and current literature related
to the study of principal leadership behaviors and prioritization of high-quality PD
characteristics.
This chapter contains four sections for review. It begins with a discussion of the
theory that established the lens through which this study was conducted, sociocultural
theory. The use of sociocultural theory was to help argue that when both high-quality
leadership characteristics of the principal and PD met, the school culture became one of
learning. Following this foundation, characteristics associated with high-quality PD were
identified based on the past and current literature on effective PD. Within the
characteristics of high-quality PD, challenges leaders, schools, and districts face
9

sustaining effective PD will be reviewed—specifically, PD as a process used to improve
professional capital (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
Next, the literature review focused on the literature on the principal’s role in PD.
The leadership frameworks and theories analyzed led to emergent values associated with
high-quality principals' leadership behaviors. Good principals establish a climate of
excellence, a vision for continuous student improvement, and promote excellence in
teaching (Smith & Piele, 2006). The theories examined are a Framework of the
Principal's Role in PD (Kose, 2009), the Four I's Theory (Weiss, 1995), the Leading for
Learning Theory (Knapp et al., 2003), the Professional Standards for Educational Leaders
(National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015), and 21 Responsibilities of
the School Leader Framework (Marzano et al., 2005). The Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985) was analyzed regarding
the principal as an instructional leader and the alignment to the values that emerged from
the previous frameworks. A conceptual framework is presented describing the interaction
of the study. The chapter concludes with a summary briefly discussing the literature and
significance of the current study.
Sociocultural Theory
This study is viewed through Vygotsky's sociocultural theory. This theory adds an
important aspect that differs from the previous studies on PD using Bandura's social
cognitive learning theory. Vygotsky's focus on the culture of the environment impacting
social interaction helps to shape the lens through which the study is presented. Bringing
together the principal values and high-quality PD characteristics using the sociocultural
theory helps focus on creating a continuous learning culture. Through a sociocultural
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lens, the study explored the relationship between high-quality leadership characteristics
and high-quality PD characteristics.
History of Sociocultural Theory
Soviet psychologist Lev Vygotsky developed activity theory based on Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engles's theories that proposed psychological development independent of
everyday life's fundamental and practical activities (Roth, 2018). Sociocultural theory is
formed based on Pavlovian theory; everything in the individual is developed on socially
conditioned reflexes (Moll, 2013). Actions to become thought are developed through
self-regulation from inner speech (Moll, 2013). Therefore, the construction of meaning is
regulated through social interaction (Moll, 2013). The construction of meaning through
social interaction was reinforced with his development of a zone of proximal
development, where what one can do independently and what one can do with assistance
from others (Moll, 2013). The zone of proximal development was steeped in cultural
norms. In education, teachers (more capable) help students (less capable) in the zone of
proximal development by using social and cultural processes to facilitate understanding
(Moll, 2013). Vygotsky introduced the idea that children from different cultures and
language backgrounds differ due to the different ways the social and cultural world
facilitates development (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2018).
Significant Components of Sociocultural Theory
The sociocultural theory emphasizes the social origin and cultural mechanisms of
development (Eun, 2008) as the means of human functioning (Nasir & Hand, 2006).
Cognitive processes are socially constructed, and language and culture link social
constraints and psychological functioning (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2018). When learners
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are involved in activities where they interact with others, they can achieve intellectual
development (Kim & Baylor, 2006). Culture is at the core of social interactions (Nasir &
Hand, 2006). Mental functions develop from specific social interactions and retain a
social nature in the mind (Eun, 2008). The main components of the sociocultural theory
are language, zone of proximal development (ZPD), and the newly termed scaffolding
(Tavassolie & Winsler, 2018).
In sociocultural theory, multiple plane levels are where functioning occurs (Eun,
2019); Nasir & Hand, 2006; Shabani, 2016). Two levels include the instrumental or
social (Nasir & Hand, 2006) plane, where social interaction occurs, and the intramental or
personal (Nasir & Hand, 2006) plane, where the skills and knowledge that were mediated
socially get internalized (Eun, 2019). Another level is the community or institutional
plane, where history, languages, values, and beliefs are shared (Nasir & Hand, 2006).
These different levels influence each other in cultural activity (Nasir & Hand, 2006).
Scaffolding occurs when a more skilled peer helps a less skilled peer complete a
challenging activity (Tavassolie & Winsler, 2018). By collaborating with others with
higher skill sets, learners can grow beyond their current skill set (Kim & Baylor, 2006;
Shabani, 2016). Mental functioning has social origins (Shabani, 2016). Learning is a
social process in origin, then becomes individual due to linguistic (Nasir & Hand, 2006)
interactions with peers and others (Shabani, 2016). Vygotsky views the transcription of
social behaviors to internalization as a complicated process that involves two or more
people (Shabani, 2016). For individuals to learn, social interaction must be framed
around a specific activity or cultural process (Nasir & Hand, 2006) with a clear purpose
(Eun, 2019; Shabani, 2016), such as joint problem-solving activities (Eun, 2008). The

12

new skill or knowledge is mutually agreed upon in the group, getting internalized for
future use (Eun, 2019). Group members can provide collective scaffolding for each other
to overcome individual skill sets (Shabani, 2016). Over time, the information gained from
the collaboration is internalized through reflection and self-monitoring (Eun, 2019).
Collaboration that stops before internalization occurs may not add to development (Eun,
2008).
Depending on the developmental phase of an individual, the environment will
affect individuals differently (Eun, 2019: Nasir & Hand, 2006). This relationship between
individuals and the environment is known as social development (Eun, 2019). The
environment must be matched to enhance development (Eun, 2019). Principals help
create an environment focused on student learning reinforced by implementing highquality PD. Looking through the sociocultural theory lens, the environment, with
collaboration, creates a culture of learning that impacts student achievement. Different
environments may require different leadership styles, but practices and functions still
apply across most school cultures (Lee & Hallinger, 2012).
Sociocultural Theory Lens and This Study
The sociocultural theory was used as a lens to present and understand the findings
of this study. This lens views the relationship between leadership behaviors and
cultivating effective PD with high-quality characteristics by emphasizing the school’s
social and cultural interactions among professional capital. The school environment
influences the principal’s leadership style (Hallinger, 2018), the processes, procedures,
and the implementation of policies (Brion, 2022). School culture exerts more influence
on the behaviors within the school than a single entity (Hallinger, 2018). However,
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principals can take a school culture from toxic to positive (Deal & Peterson, 2016) by
providing teachers with relevant opportunities for improvement in formal and informal
ways (Leithwood et al., 2010; Hallinger, 2018). Relevant opportunities to create a culture
of continuous learning for all teachers and students are through effective PD (Desimone,
2009). PD can be used to identify an effective school culture by presenting the
collaborative efforts of the school (Ismail et al., 2022). Internalization of skills occurs
through repeated interactions with multiple individuals focused on a clear activity (Jeong
et al., 2022).
Professional Development
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was one of the government initiatives to improve
teacher effectiveness. One alternative was the establishment of defining professional
development. ESSA, a new version of NCLB, has a few key wording differences that
offer a more effective form of professional development (Hirsh, 2016). Professional
development, according to ESSA (U.S. Department of Education, 2020), is defined as the
following:
The term 'professional development means activities that- (a) are an
integral part of the school and local educational agency strategies for
providing educators (including teachers, principals, other school leaders,
specialized instructional support personnel, paraprofessionals, and, as
applicable, early childhood educators) with the knowledge and skills
necessary to enable students to succeed in a well-rounded education and to
meet the challenging State academic standards; and (b) are sustained (not
stand-alone, one-day, or short term workshops), intensive, collaborative,
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job-embedded, data-driven, and classroom-focused ... (Every Student
Succeeds Act, 2015).
According to researchers and teachers, Hirsh (2016) elaborates on the details in
which ESSA defines professional development. All educators should receive knowledge
and skills through collaborative, job-embedded, sustained, data-driven, classroomfocused and intensive learning that ensures students meet rigorous academic challenges
(Hirsh, 2016). The activities outlined in ESSA promote the growth of professional
capital. Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) define professional capital as human, social, and
decision capital. Improving student achievement requires an investment in professional
capital. Professional development, if done correctly, is the investment needed to improve
teacher efficacy, resulting in improved student achievement.
Combining the ESSA definition, professional capital, and Fullan's (2005) idea of
PD being a management strategy, a more specific definition of PD can be suggested. PD
can now be defined as processes educators use to enhance professional capital for longterm sustainable improved student achievement through collaboration, job-embedded,
focused, long-term, and coherent activities. This definition includes characteristics that
provide high-quality and effective PD.
Characteristics of High-Quality PD
It is not enough to provide workshops as PD anymore. Through multiple studies,
researchers have identified key characteristics of high-quality and effective PD for
teachers that support optimum learning. These characteristics include duration, jobembedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus. These key characteristics need to be well
structured, organized, and purposefully directed (Guskey, 2003) to be effective. These
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characteristics do not allow checking boxes that can be marked off for completion. The
following sections will describe each of the five PD characteristics in more detail.
Duration
The first essential characteristic of high-quality PD is duration. The duration of
professional development is essential (Borko, 2004; Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak,
2017; Penul et al., 2007). A time frame that allows teachers to assimilate their practice,
self-reflect, and receive coaching feedback (Penul et al., 2007) will improve their
practice. There needs to be sufficient time for teachers to learn the new practice
(Desimone, 2009; Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2005; Murphy & Calway, 2008; Opfer &
Pedder, 2011). The sequence of activities and coherence across activities will align better
with the taught content (Penul et al., 2007). Longer durations for PD assist the coaching
process through reflection and feedback cycles (Desimone & Pak, 2017).
Like students, teachers' learning can be slow and uncertain at the individual level
(Borko, 2004). Teachers may change their beliefs but not their practice or change their
practice but not their beliefs (Opfer & Pedder, 2011). Changes must occur at all levels for
student achievement to improve. Learning has to be done through multiple cyclical
patterns over extended periods (Opfer & Pedder, 2011). These cyclical patterns allow for
coaching and self-reflection to occur. Joyce and Showers (2002) identify elements of
training to learn new skills: knowledge of the theory, modeling, practicing, and peer
coaching. These elements must be repeatedly applied to achieve the desired outcome
(Kuijupers et al., 2010). Multiple applications require time.
Though little research is available on how much time should be spent on a
specific professional development topic, Opfer & Pedder (2011) propose the Goldilocks
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Principle, which purports that too little or too much professional development can have
adverse effects. Guskey (2003) noted various research studies that contradict the duration
of PD and student achievement. The National Institute for Science Education (NISE)
analysis and Educational Testing Service (ETS) study revealed an unrelated relationship
between differences in time spent in PD activities and improvements in student
achievement outcomes (Guskey, 2003). It did not state the type of PD conducted nor
specify other characteristics of high-quality PD.
On the other hand, Yoon et al. (2007) conducted a quasi-experimental analysis of
studies showing a positive and significant effect on student achievement when
professional development was greater than 14 hours. To be effective over long periods,
PD needs to be well structured and closely aligned with the enactment of teaching
(Guskey, 2003; Penul et al., 2007). More prolonged activities provide opportunities for an
in-depth discussion of content, student misconceptions, and pedagogical strategies (Garet
et al., 2001). Time reflects the type of PD given. Longer duration provides more time to
create professional learning communities, provide feedback, and self-reflect leads to
improved teacher efficacy (Desimone & Pak, 2017; Goldring et al., 2012; Joyce &
Showers, 2002; Kuijupers et al., 2010; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Penul et al., 2007). For
learning that is not superficial, time is critical to creating deeper conceptualization
(Akinyemi et al., 2019); it is a continuing process (Murphy & Calway, 2008). Ultimately,
the length of time is essential, and teachers must commit to working collaboratively over
a semester or longer (Stewart, 2014).
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Job-embedded
Active learning (job-embedded) is the second key characteristic of effective
professional development (Borko, 2004; Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce
& Showers, 2002; Penul et al., 2007). Different terms are used for active learning in
different studies but generally, all discuss the ability of teachers to engage in learning
through participation. Learning embedded within instruction allows teachers to practice
applying expertise (Goldring et al., 2012). This practice becomes cyclical with feedback
and self-reflection (Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 2002). Opfer and Pedder
(2011) noted that teachers learn more effectively when doing school-based activities that
are engaging with materials and can be integrated into daily work.
Learning through participation incorporates hands-on work experience and
instructional learning in a setting that allows the learner to perform at a certain level and
receive new knowledge or skill (Murphy & Calway, 2008). Penul et al. (2007) view
active learning as planning, enacting, and revising curriculum so teachers can more
deeply understand the material, leading to improved self-efficacy. Similarly, Posnanski
(2002) developed a model that includes planning, training, and feedback phase to
improve teacher learning. Actively engaging in their content (Siko & Hess, 2014),
teachers can plan for issues that may arise in student misunderstanding and plan for
interventions. Teachers can immediately address the problems and focus on specific skills
to improve their daily work when it takes place in their room (Cavazos et al., 2018).
Reflecting on the lessons and skills used to present the material, teachers use their
experiences and collaborate with learning communities for deeper understanding.
Ingvarson et al. (2005) argue that the nature of engaging in their learning is just as
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essential, if not more so, than the level of engagement. Opportunities to observe and be
observed teaching, learning new skills, practicing those skills, reviewing student work,
and developing lessons are different forms of active learning (Birman et al., 2000; Joyce
& Showers, 2002). These opportunities provide teachers to observe how colleagues use
different pedagogical skills to teach the same content (DuFour, 2014). Feedback from
these opportunities needs to be regular, specific, and based on measures of student
learning (Guskey, 2014). Learning to practice with a strong coach or mentor (DarlingHammond, 2010) improves teacher efficacy.
A descriptive study using a job-embedded PD model included five characteristics
of high-quality professional development (Cavazos et al., 2018). This descriptive study
indicates improved teacher content knowledge and practice (Cavazos et al., 2018).
Supports, including coaching, modeling, and feedback, were incorporated into this PD.
These supports allow teachers to learn new content, observe its implementation and
implement it themselves (Cavasoz et al., 2018; Goldring et al., 2012; Murphy & Calway,
2008). Components of this job-embedded study include PD on a topic specific to
improving instruction, videotaping modeled lessons, classroom observations, feedback
centered on using new strategies, and coaching using the observation results for
improvement areas (Cavasoz et al., 2018).
Coherence
The third essential characteristic is coherence (Borko, 2004; Desimone, 2009;
Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Penul et al.,
2007). PD is coherent when it aligns with standards and assessments (Birman et al.,
2000). When coherence aligns, teachers are given clear direction (Desimone & Pak,
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2017) for the next steps in planning. Understanding the transfer of the training (Joyce &
Shower, 1988) is interdependent on both the student and teacher (Opfer & Pedder, 2011).
Teachers' beliefs and prior knowledge (Desimone, 2009) must be consistent with their
learning. Teachers are more likely to commit to innovation when they perceive the PD to
be focused on one that matches their goals (Penul et al., 2007). It becomes a reality in
their classroom.
The extent to which PD experiences are consistent with teacher goals, built on
earlier activities, have follow-up opportunities, and involve reflection with colleagues
indicates coherence levels (Birman et al., 2000). According to Birman et al. (2000), only
35 percent of teachers in their study participated in PD built on earlier activities.
Indicating coherence is a characteristic of high-quality PD that is difficult to provide.
Newmann et al. (2001) establishes that schools' difficulty in providing coherence is
because too many initiatives require too much time and energy, eventually fading out. PD
commonly incorporates short-term, unrelated activities (Borko, 2004; Newmann et al.,
2001). There needs to be a strong level of coherence for teachers to strengthen their
instructional practice.
Strong coherence is evident when the school meets three conditions (Newmann et
al., 2001). The first condition is a common instructional framework guiding curriculum,
strategies, and assessments. This framework is coordinated within a grade level, and the
curriculum proceeds from one grade level to the next (Newmann et al., 2001). The
second condition is the accountability of implementation or efficacy. The working
conditions support the implementation. Data-driven evaluations are based on how
effective teachers use common instructional strategies. PD opportunities focus on
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common instructional strategies and recruiting and hiring revolve around a commitment
to executing the instructional strategies (Newmann et al., 2001). The third condition is
allocating resources to create stability for teachers to have sustained opportunities to
improve their instructional skills over time in specific roles (Newmann et al., 2001).
Mentoring and coaching assists teachers in implementing changes from PD in
their classroom (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Martin et al., 2010; Whitworth & Chiu, 2015).
The mentor or coach supports and tailors their visit to respond to participants' requests
and the teacher's interests while meeting the school's requirements or grades (Martin et
al., 2010). Coaching and mentoring can help align assignments at different levels (Allen
et al., 2018) to provide a higher level of coherence. The coach can help teachers navigate
new instructional skills, bridging the gap between external expectations and classroom
practice (Desimone & Pak, 2017).
Collaboration
The fourth key characteristic is collective participation, or collaboration (Borko,
2004; Desimone, 2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Penul et al.,
2007; Stewart, 2014). Learning communities, communities of practice, and professional
learning communities (DuFour, 2014) can all be examples of collaboration. Collaboration
can occur through small informal hallway interactions or broader planned school
interactions (Borko, 2004). Learning is enhanced through teacher collaboration (Opfer &
Pedder, 2011). Anytime professional development or training takes place, collaboration
must be the centerpiece of communication.
Collaboration is the process that occurs when individuals with differing levels of
experience interact together to problem solve (Chokshi & Fernandez, 2004; Paulsen,
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2008). Through collaboration, no one person is the expert on a matter; through others'
knowledge and gives and takes interactions together, a solution occurs. Effective
communication needs to occur for collaboration (Paulsen, 2008). Teachers bring their
specific context and frames of thinking for interpreting information (Desimone & Pak,
2017; Penuel et al., 2007), making the learning interdependent and reciprocally
influential (Opfer & Pedder, 2011).
It is not enough to work with others; there must be respect for self and others
valued in collaborative settings (Chokshi & Fernandez, 2004; Goulet et al., 2003;
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). A consultation aspect within the collaboration requires
individuals to share expertise by listening or interacting regarding the information
(Goulet et al., 2003). Through consultation, collegiality is built, and a sense of value by
each individual in the group (Goulet et al., 2003). Goulet (2003) goes on to identify
cooperation as another aspect needed in collaboration. Cooperation is the agreement on a
common goal and working towards the vision (Goulet et al., 2003; Dooner et al., 2008).
Collaboration requires individuals to be open and honest about their strengths and
weaknesses (Goulet et al., 2003; Paulsen, 2008). Through interactions, meaning is given
to experiences (Goulet et al., 2003). This meaning-making deepens or clarifies our
understanding (Goulet et al., 2003) and develops us to evolve our skills. When sharing
experiences and talking openly, other perspectives help reshape the issue for a more
profound understanding (Chokshi & Fernandez, 2004). Change in teaching behavior
becomes a collective responsibility (Opfer & Pedder, 2011), not just within the school but
also from external sources (Kuijpers et al., 2010).
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Professional learning communities are one of the most effective ways to improve
instructional skills (DuFour, 2014; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). According to Hargreaves
and Fullan (2012), professional learning communities have three elements that make
them effective. Communities of educators are the first element. These communities have
a shared responsibility and commitment to improving their practice for a common goal
(Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). The second element is the skill development aspect of
learning communities. Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) describe learning communities as
collaborations where improvement is driven by professional learning and the
commitment to improving students' instruction. This interaction focuses on
organizational learning to solve problems rather than quick fixes. The last element is the
professional aspect of professional learning communities. This professional aspect is
where collaborative decisions and instructional improvements are made through
collective judgment and pushed in challenging conversations over effective and
ineffective instructional practices (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
Even with a common goal, conflict between individuals will occur. Collaboration
brings together different individuals with different experiences (Dooner et al., 2008).
When continually focusing on a shared goal (Desimone & Pak, 2017), resistance to
constructive criticism decreases (Stewart, 2014). Learning communities can be formed
through consistent discussions to improve instructional strategies (Birman et al., 2001).
Learning communities, once formed, follow a cyclical pattern of collaboration (Desimone
& Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Stewart, 2014). The cycle
includes identifying student needs (Stewart, 2014), learning theory or skills, practicing
the skills through application and reflecting on the lesson (Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce

23

& Showers, 2002; Opfer & Pedder, 2011; Stewart, 2014). This collaborative cycle must
be repeated multiple times (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Kuijupers et al., 2010; Opfer &
Pedder, 2011; Stewart, 2014) within professional learning communities (DuFour, 2014).
This collaborative and cyclical cycle, called Lesson Study (Cheung & Wong,
2014), is used in PD to make instruction as efficient and effective as possible. Lesson
Study supports teachers through action research and reflective practice (Coughlin et al.,
2011). It is a way to facilitate instructional improvement within professional learning
communities (Coughlin et al., 2011; Watanabe, 2002). In a Lesson Study, groups of
teachers collaboratively examine their curriculum, lesson plans, instructional materials,
and content to evaluate their strengths and weaknesses (Watanabe, 2002). After teachers
get opportunities to teach the content, all teachers in the group critically discuss the
lesson (Coughlin et al., 2011; Watanabe, 2002). Through collaborative work, teachers can
fill in the gaps when planning a lesson together (Chokshi & Fernandez, 2004). The
Lesson Study focuses on trying different practices within the classroom and determining
the practice that has more significant student learning and teacher efficacy (Chokshi &
Fernandez, 2004).
Focused
The final key characteristic is a narrow content focus (Borko, 2004; Desimone,
2009; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2005;
Penul et al., 2007). The content should focus on teacher learning (Desimone, 2009),
directed towards improved student instructional outcomes. Narrow content allows
teachers to focus on student needs and outcomes (Holloway, 2006). PD that focuses on
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explicit subject matter helps teachers understand the content and nature of common
misconceptions for students (Borko, 2004; Penuel et al., 2007).
Generic PD that focuses on teaching techniques without including content is not
perceived as effective by teachers (Birman et al., 2000). Focusing on content allows
teachers to avoid PD on general methods (Birman et al., 2000) and provides teachers with
a deeper understanding of knowledge and skills to improve their practice (Desimone,
2009). PD assists teachers in developing and applying pedagogical content knowledge
(Whitworth & Chiu, 2015). Increased teacher knowledge and changes in their practice
come from PD focused on content (Birman et al., 2000; Desimone, 2009; Whitworth &
Chiu, 2015).
Content focus is more important than teaching techniques to foster students'
understanding of the material. Teachers must deeply understand the content they teach
(Borko, 2004). Content-focused PD allows teachers to understand the connections
students make between their ideas and the critical ideas in the subject (Borko, 2004).
Teachers who are more comfortable with their content allow students to question and
facilitate discussion (Penuel et al., 2007), increasing inquiry and conceptualization of the
content.
Teachers understand the material better by focusing on content and how students
learn the content (Garet et al., 2001). This deepened understanding improves teaching
strategies and efficacy. Teachers with enhanced knowledge and skills are more likely to
change their teaching practices (Porter et al., 2003). PD activities that emphasize content
develop teachers' knowledge and skills (Porter et al., 2003).
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Shulman (1986) establishes the blend of content and teaching process to enhance
the effectiveness of instruction. There will be times in a teacher's career when they do not
know the content they will teach. Through appropriate PD with pedagogical content
knowledge (Shulman, 1986), teachers will be able to learn new content and understand
what makes this content hard or easy to learn for students (Borko, 2004; Penuel et al.,
2007; Garet et al., 2001; Penuel et al., 2007; Shulman, 1986). Adding to Shulman's idea
of instructional content knowledge, Zhou and Tu (2019) assessed several studies finding
that PD activities focusing on pedagogical content knowledge and deepening teachers'
subject area knowledge led to improved students' achievement.
Challenges in Creating and Sustaining High-Quality Professional Development
Applying these five characteristics to professional development does not
necessarily mean that a teacher will learn and create change in the classroom. Opfer and
Pedder (2011) argue that change does not always occur, even when a professional
development event contains each characteristic. There is little evidence to date on
whether one characteristic has a more significant impact than others on teacher change or
student achievement. Measuring the impact of professional development through datadriven evaluations has been challenging (Martin et al., 2010).
For PD to affect students, it must first impact teachers. To impact teachers,
principals must determine the appropriate PD to support the schools' goals. The goals of
the school drive the culture of the school. Characteristics (e.g., job-embedded, focused on
learning, continuous peer coaching, and data-driven decision) that improve student
outcomes must be part of the school culture (Holloway, 2006). Holloway (2006) argues
that one of the most critical contributors to successfully embedding these characteristics
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into the school culture is the principal. Through the principal's beliefs and actions
regarding PD, they shape their school and teaching practices (Youngs & King, 2002).
School leadership is crucial in preparing teachers to succeed (Whitworth & Chiu, 2015).
Principals create an environment that influences teachers to respond to inevitable changes
as necessary (Penuel et al., 2007). Principals that focus on instruction and facilitate
community have teachers who change their practice (Pharis et al., 2019). The challenge is
creating a principal program and high-quality PD that teaches the importance of these
characteristics to the principals.
Cost is another major challenge (Birman et al., 2000; Siko et al., 2014) in
providing high-quality PD. Billions of dollars have created effective PD (Borko, 2004;
Desimone, 2009). Nevertheless, schools, especially rural schools, have lacked sufficient
resources to provide and sustain high-quality PD (Wieczorek, 2017). These resources
include professional capital, materials, and support tools. Schools that can attract and
support teachers due to sufficient resources can retain their teachers (Newmann et al.,
2001).
Time is another challenge. Effective PD needs longer durations of time to provide
the cyclical pattern for feedback, observation, and application (Desimone & Pak, 2017;
Goldring et al., 2012; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Kuijupers et al., 2010; Opfer & Pedder,
2011; Penul et al., 2007). Teachers teach during the day. Therefore, finding time to get
relevant PD to teachers that is high quality is a challenge. Teachers lose motivation when
PD is offered in the summer and after work hours (Siko et al., 2014). Time to observe,
plan, implement, and receive feedback takes time not built into the workday. Many

27

teachers are constricted by the amount of time they have in a workable day without
working overtime.
Lack of coherence in programs (Newmann et al., 2001) affects quality PD.
Schools have specific initiatives that compete for attention, making it difficult to focus on
coherent innovation (Penuel et al., 2007). Principals that focus on developing a
schoolwide instructional program and prioritizing it have stronger program coherence
(Newman et al., 2001). With so many initiatives and demands, it becomes a challenge for
principals to stay with one initiative for longer. Districts do not provide every PD
necessary to support each school. Providing relevant PD for each school is challenging
for districts (Siko et al., 2014). District-created PD cannot undergo a careful design
process to cater to each school (Siko et al., 2014). Districts may be too large and
removed, causing PD to become disconnected at the school level.
Creating a culture of learning is challenging as well. It takes time to change the
culture of an organization. Fostering and creating networks of people that build
relationships to support a shared goal takes time. However, research indicates the
importance of principals in building the capacity of teachers to improve student
achievement (Youngs & King, 2002). The principals need to know how to create a
culture of teacher learning.
Current reforms stipulate what high-quality PD activities should look like, but
they do not consider the necessary tools to produce them in schools. Depending on the
state, the curriculum can be in an ever-rotating adoption, keeping teachers implementing
innovations constantly (Little, 1993). District and state-level PD centers focus on some
changes that distract from school-based centers. Examples include diversity and equity
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contributing to student failure and undermining equal learning opportunities (Litle, 1993).
State goals may be too broad to allow sufficient time for the depth of the subject matter.
States require a certain number of PD to maintain their certificate or licensure
(Little, 1993). Unless the instructional PD programs have been adopted at a school, many
teachers seek disconnected and discontinuous PD to meet the allotted time for their
license. This disconnectedness creates another challenge: balancing professional
accountability and professional autonomy (Linda et al., 2018). Part of teaching maintains
a sense of autonomy in the classroom (Murphy & Calway, 2008). Nevertheless, there
should be a set of common goals to collaborate and participate in high-quality PD.
Gaps in Literature
There is no known direct link between PD and student academic results
(Holloway, 2006). However, studies on specific components of PD have shown positive
relationships between PD and student outcomes. Martin et al. (2010) noted the positive
relationship between high-fidelity PD and student outcomes. The literature surrounding
principals' understanding of PD (Brown & Militello, 2016) is lacking. To influence and
form effective PD, principals need to understand the PD needs of their schools.
Measurement tools for teachers' learning (Desimone, 2009) have yet to be
specifically discussed. There must be pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986),
but there is not enough literature discussing the identification, conceptualization, and
assessment of teacher learning (Desimone, 2009). Coaching is a large part of high-quality
PD. A lack of literature addresses the interpretation of the activities that produce
coherence and teacher learning. Video observations have proven helpful in teacher
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learning, but Desimone (2009) points out a gap between using video observations to their
maximum potential and using it with other measurement tools.
Evaluations are used to create data on the effectiveness of PD. Unfortunately,
there is a lack of literature assessing which PD characteristic is the most important in
improving student achievement. There are too many variables that can affect the
efficiency and effectiveness of teaching.
There is a lack of literature on the threshold for each high-quality PD
characteristic. As discussed, the Goldilocks Principle (Opfer & Pedder, 2011) does not
specify how much time is perfect for PD but insinuates that it depends on other
characteristics. This can be carried over to other high-quality characteristics. There is no
mention in the research of the threshold for collaboration to increase teacher efficacy and
learning. Nor on the threshold of how job-embedded the PD should be. A lot of the
characteristics of high-quality PD are dependent on the school and the level of need. Lack
of data-driven assessment instruments that effectively measure the process of quality PD
is necessary to improve student outcomes.
Principal's Role in the Learning Culture of a School
In addition to the characteristics of high-quality PD, it is also essential to
understand the role of principals in establishing a learning culture within their school.
High-quality values a principal should maintain to establish a learning culture were
derived through an analysis of literature on the role of principals in PD and as leaders.
Specifically, leadership frameworks were reviewed to identify common elements related
to establishing a learning culture. These are presented in Table 2.1. The following
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sections will describe the high-quality values supported across the leadership
frameworks.
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Table 2. 1
Leadership Frameworks
Framework
The four “I’s”
theory

Researcher
Weiss (1995)
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Framework for Kose (2009)
the principal’s
role in
professional
development
Leading for
Knapp,
learning theory Copland, &
Talbert (2003)

Elements
The four “I’s” include:
- Ideology
- Information
- Interests
- Institution

Summary
An individual’s preferences are grounded
in the social relationships of the institution,
and as important as values, interests, and
knowledge are in the decision-making
process, that take tangible shape within the
context of the organizations culture (pp.
578-579)

Five roles identified:
- Visionary
- Learning leader
- Structural leader
- Cultural leader
- Political leader
Five areas of action include:
- Establishing a focus on learning
- Engaging external environments
- Creating coherence
- Acting strategically and sharing leadership
- Building professional communities

Principals enact five transformative
professional development roles to create
conditions to develop subject matter
expertise and social identity for student
learning, teaching, and organizational
learning (p. 654)
Framework that provides tools for leaders
to set the stage for learning and take
concrete steps that lead to student,
professional, and system learning (p. 15)

Table 2.1 (continued)
21
responsibilities
of the school
leader

Marzano,
Waters, &
McNulty
(2005)
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21 categories of behaviors:
- Affirmation
- Change agent
- Contingent rewards
- Communication
- Culture
- Discipline
- Flexibility
- Focus
- Ideals/beliefs
- Input
- Intellectual stimulation
- Involvement in curriculum, instruction, and
assessment
- Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment
- Monitoring and evaluating
- Optimizer
- Order
- Outreach
- Relationships
- Resources
- Situational awareness
- Visibility

Due to the variety of skills a leader must
master, the 21 behaviors were referred to
as responsibilities to be standard operating
procedures for effective principals, and all
21 of the responsibilities were found to
have a statistically significant relationship
with student achievement (p. 62)

Table 2.1 (continued)

Professional
standards for
educational
leaders (PSEL)

National policy The standards:
board for
- Mission, vision, and core values
educational
- Ethics and professional norms
administration
- Equity and cultural responsiveness
(2015)
- Curriculum, instruction and assessment
- Community care and support for students
- Professional capacity of school personnel
- Professional community for teachers and
staff
- Meaningful engagement of families and
community
- Operations and management
- School improvement

Updated standards that reflect the
interdependent domains, qualities, and
values of leadership work that research and
practice suggest are integral to student
success (p. 3)
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Principal Values in Developing PD
The reviewed frameworks created overlapping concepts of principals' role in
developing PD for their schools. These principal values emerged from these overlapping
concepts related to establishing a learning culture. These are presented in Figure 2.1 and
discussed in the following sections.
Figure 2. 1
Emergent Principal Values from Leadership Frameworks

School Goal Focused on Instruction, Aligns with the Vision
According to the Professional Standards for Educational Leadership (PSEL),
effective principals help create a shared mission, vision, and core values that the
community and school advocate. The mission and vision are strategically developed to
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promote academic success and the well-being of each student, adjusting them as
necessary to fit the changing needs of the school (National Policy Board for Educational
Administration, 2015). Having a shared vision is essential for the success of all students
(Porter et al., 2008). Principals must model and effectively articulate the core values that
center on the high expectations for the student's academic success and equity (National
Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2015). Good principals establish a climate
of excellence, a vision for continuous student improvement, and promote excellence in
teaching (Smith & Piele, 2006).
Principals bring their ideology to the school, which helps to create the vision.
Ideology includes coherent principles, values, philosophy, and political orientation
(Weiss, 1995). Leaders that focus on instructional leadership (Boyce & Bowers, 2018;
Cardno, 2005; DeMatthews, 2014; Weiss, 1995) have a more substantial impact on
student achievement. Leadership decisions are also constrained by personal values,
knowledge, beliefs, and experiences (Hallinger, 2011).
Principals must remain focused on improving student achievement (Reeves, 2010)
by building the school's professional capital (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012) if changes to
the school culture want to occur. Principals should act as visionary leaders. Visionary
includes building PD that aligns with the mission and vision of the school (DiPaolo &
Hoy, 2008; Fullan, 2005; Kose, 2009). Principals should focus on establishing clear goals
and ensuring those goals are kept at the forefront (Marzano et al., 2005). The principal's
ideologies and beliefs guide the way to effective leadership (Marzano et al., 2005).
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Knowledge of Curriculum, Assessments, and Pedagogy Skills
Effective principals know curriculum, assessments, and pedagogy skills. Quality
instruction is vital for student success (Portin et al., 2009) and student learning at high
levels is at the center of the principal's mission. Effective principals observe classroom
practices and monitor curriculum alignment with standards, school goals, and
assessments (Daresh, 2006). Visiting classrooms to assess teaching is an informal
assessment that principals can use to see the progress of the academic program and
student achievement (University Council for Educational Administration, 2012).
According to Kose (2009), principals must act as structural and learning leaders.
Principals, as structural leaders, build PD that creates professional learning opportunities
by providing the appropriate time and resources for teachers to improve their skills
(Cardno, 2005; Kose, 2009). As learning leaders, principals need to develop PD that
develops teachers' instructional skills (Brown & Militello, 2016; Casey et al., 2013;
Cardno, 2005; Kose, 2009; Sterrett & Richardson, 2020) and promote systems of learning
(Kose, 2009; Reeves, 2010).
To support the principal in being aware of best practices to help guide teachers on
daily teaching and learning tasks, Marzano et al. (2005) discuss that involvement and
knowledge in curriculum, instruction, and assessment is a principal's responsibility.
Principals aware of curriculum, instruction, and assessment can support teachers in
designing activities and lessons, help address assessment and instructional issues, and
provide guidance involving effective classroom practices (Marzano, 2005).
There are eight significant areas to leadership for learning theory: instructional
program, curricular program, communities of learning, organizational culture, vision for
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learning, assessment program, resource acquisition, use, and advocacy (Murphy et al.,
2007). Principals should know the curriculum and instructional strategies to support staff.
This knowledge can help principals develop assessments and PD activities aligned with
high learning standards (Knapp et al., 2003). One of the four I's of Weiss' theory is
information. Information refers to knowledge and ideas that help individuals make sense
of their provided material (Weiss, 1995). Principals should understand the information
given to teachers and students to help best support their school.
Involving Others (Internal and External) in Decision Making
To be effective, principals must have strong interpersonal connections with
faculty and staff (Smith & Piele, 2006). Being visible and plugged into numerous social
networks at school enables the principal to communicate formally and informally,
increasing human affirmation (Smith & Piele, 2006). Decision-makers learn information
from diverse sources, whether from their own experiences or outside sources such as
media and formal learning (Weiss, 1995). Information among teachers is usually found
through interactions with other teachers or their principals (Weiss, 1995). In contrast,
principals are more known to discuss academic information from journals and meetings,
with more opportunities to discuss these matters without time constraints (Weiss, 1995).
Involving others can produce the best solution for the situation.
Cultivating instructional leadership among teachers and department chairs is
essential for monitoring the learning and teaching of students and staff (Seashore Louis et
al., 2010). Providing opportunities for teachers to collaborate allows the effective
principal to encourage teachers to participate in new ideas (Smith & Piele, 2006).
Instructional leadership has shifted from a principal-centered to a more distributed
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practice (Boyce & Bowers, 2018). This shift stems from the empowerment of teachers to
partake in decision-making processes both formally and informally (Boyce & Bowers,
2018; Harris, 2012). Both principals and teachers perform instructional leadership
functions and focus on leadership roles (Boyce & Bowers, 2018; Spillane et al., 2004).
This more distributed practice, leadership for learning, is a larger scale of instructional
leadership (Boyce & Bowers, 2018; Hallinger, 2011).
According to Daresh (2006), effective principals share leadership and decisionmaking with the community to build greater school ownership. Leaders that work with
members outside the school establish enhanced direction for productive outcomes (Smith
& Piele, 2006). This can be considered a form of a political leader, discussed by Kose
(2009), to gain collective agreement from all participants (Cardno, 2005; DiPaolo & Hoy,
2008; Kose, 2009).
Marzano et al. (2005) note that communication, input from teachers, outreach to
all stakeholders, and relationships are the responsibilities of principals to help improve
student achievement. In his meta-analysis, Marzano et al. (2005) noted that
communication was the glue that holds the school together, and input is associated with
transformational leadership. It is a principal's responsibility to be seen, have effective
conversations with teachers, use leadership teams to help make decisions, and allow
opportunities for teachers to be involved in developing school policies (Marzano et al.,
2005). Principals are responsible for creating opportunities for staff to have voices in
their students' learning (Knapp et al., 2003). Through communication, principals can
advocate for the school and students with parents and the community (Marzano et al.,
2005).
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Situational Awareness
Principals that help those they work with understand the problems at stake,
encourage growth, and reward accomplishments will become transformational leaders
that retain teachers (Smith & Piele, 2006). Marzano et al. (2005) go one step further and
discuss the responsibility of predicting what could go wrong and being aware of potential
issues is the principal's responsibility. Principals help others understand unforeseen
problems and solutions and anticipate complete system changes that could impact the
school's vision (Marzano et al., 2005).
Knapp et al. (2003) discussed the importance of principals identifying pathways
that significantly influence students, teachers, and content. Being cognizant and ahead of
any issues that may arise or potentially impact learning is part of effective principals'
responsibilities.
Data to Support Decisions
Principal leadership includes planning, monitoring, and evaluating teacher
performance to build capacity (Cardno, 2005; Casey et al., 2013). Principals must
determine what needs improvement and why (Cardno, 2005). Through appraisals and
evaluations (Cardno, 2005; Casey et al., 2013; DiPaolo & Hoy, 2008), principals can
become data and evidence-informed instead of data-driven (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012).
Evidence-informed requires quick experience to sift through the data, measurements, and
evidence. Therefore, principals should act as both managers and leaders. Being effective
managers, principals use data, people, and processes to nurture staff members, support
them, and take appropriate action against underperforming staff members (Portin et al.,
2009). Information among teachers is usually found through interactions with other
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teachers or their principals (Weiss, 1995). In contrast, principals are more known to
discuss academic information from journals and meetings, with more opportunities to
discuss these matters without time constraints (Weiss, 1995). By identifying the crucial
data resources, principals can make more informed decisions.
Orderly environments involve structures, rules, and consistent procedures for
students and staff (Smith & Piele, 2006). This environment allows student learning to be
at the center of instructional achievement. Using diverse data resources allows principals
to assess the school's performance, promoting collaboration among teachers to enhance
student learning (University Council for Educational Administration, 2012).
Creating PD around data on student learning builds coherence that improves
teachers' skills (Knapp et al., 2003). Using teaching performance data and school
improvement data to inform future decisions ensures principals keep the school's goals
and values at the forefront (Knapp et al., 2003). Not only are effective principals' datainformed, but they also continuously monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of school
policies and practices (Marzano et al., 2005)
Creates an Environment to Teach, Free of Distractions
Creating a caring and trusting environment makes learning the central focus for
students (University Council for Educational Administration, 2012). Teachers want to
feel a sense of accomplishment by fostering learning in well-behaved students (Weiss,
1995). Effective principals know they indirectly affect student achievement by affecting
teacher skills (Cardno, 2005; Casey et al., 2013). The principal has the best reference
point of knowledge and influences teachers' willingness to change and provide
professional growth (Wieczorek, 2017). To create environments for teachers, leaders
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need to become architects of schedules and systems, leading to professional learning
(Reeves, 2010).
The principal must establish a set of standards, procedures, and routines to ensure
the school runs smoothly and all staff and students follow (Marzano et al., 2005). These
structures include the ability of teachers to interact with one another (Knapp et al., 2003;
Marzano et al., 2005). Of Weiss' four I's, this is the institutional domain. This domain
includes the organization's culture, rules, structure, and responsibilities (Weiss, 1995).
Each organization has its processes and procedures that affect how the environment is set
up for student and teacher learning.
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale
In addition to high-quality PD characteristics and the principal's role in
establishing a learning culture, the principal as an instructional leader is also important.
Building on Hallinger’s dissertation study (Hallinger, 1983), Hallinger and Murphy
(1985) created a conceptual framework of instructional leadership that included three
dimensions: (a) defining the mission, (b) managing instructional programs, and (c)
promoting climate. These areas identify clearly defined practices and behaviors for each
principal's job function (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987). The Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) was developed through these efforts to measure
principals' frequency of practicing these behaviors. Robinson et al. (2008) noted that the
frequency of various instructional leadership behaviors is more important than the extent
to which they are performed. The PIMRS framework addresses the three dimensions
presented above and the ten instructional leadership functions (see Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2. 2
PIMRS Dimensions and Leadership Functions

Note. Adapted from Hallinger and Murphy (1987).
The PIMRS instrument has been used across numerous studies and has
established internal and external consistency (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). Hallinger and
Wang (2015) analyzed data sets from numerous studies that used the PIMRS
questionnaire to determine reliability. Studies included in the analysis had a mean of 157
principals per study with a total sample of 2,508 principals (Hallinger, Wang, & Chen,
2013). They report high reliability for the overall scale (.90) and across the subscales
(.80).
Using the same dataset, Hallinger and Wang (2015) also assessed the validity of
the scale as it related to the three dimensions (i.e., Defines the School Mission, Manages
the Instructional Program, and Develops a Positive School Learning Climate.) They
found that the original internal validation of PIMRS (Hallinger & Wang,1983) was
consistently met with high content and construct validity. To test for internal validity,
they used the "four building block approach" designed by Wilson (2005) which included
(a) a construct map, (b) item design, (c) outcome space, and (d) measurement model. The
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construct map was developed for the three dimensions, including the sublevels with
corresponding behavioral indicators. The item design block attempted to estimate the
demonstration of the specific dimension in the real world or how often the behaviors for
this dimension manifest themselves. Next, the outcome space is a five-point Likert scale
to infer the frequency the participant has observed the specific behavior. Last, the
measurement model takes the categorical responses and places them along with the
construct map.
PIMRS's internal validity has also been examined through procedures looking at
subscale content validation, school document analysis, subscale inter-correlation,
construct validity, and differential item function (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). Overall,
PIMRS meets the common standards of internal validity.
While tests of PIMRS's external validity are ongoing, preliminary results using
criterion-related and multitrait-multimethod analysis are promising (Hallinger, 2013;
Hallinger & Wang, 2015). There was a higher correlation between PIMRS and
transformational leadership than PIMRS with transactional leadership, matching the
theoretical expectation (Hallinger, 2013).
Principal Values and Associated PIMRS Functions
The six principal values found from the analysis of principal theories and
frameworks align with the functions and behaviors of an instructional leader that
Hallinger established in his PIMRS framework. Figure 2.4 depicts the potential alignment
of the six identified principal values and the three dimensions of an instructional leader.
Each of the six values shares characteristics with one of the subscales in the instructional
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leadership framework, thus aligning with one of the three dimensions. The three
dimensions of PIMRS are discussed in the following sections.
Figure 2. 3
Alignment of Principal Values and Instructional Leadership Dimensions

Defining the School Mission
Instructional leaders help set the direction for the school and define the purpose
(Hall, Quinn, & Gollnick, 2018; Sun & Leithwood, 2015). Defining the School Mission
is the first dimension in Hallinger's instructional leadership framework. This dimension
comprises two functions of the principal: frames and communicates the school's goals.
Influential instructional leaders provide fewer goals for the staff to focus energy and
resources on (Hallinger & Heck, 2012). Not only do goals need to be few and supported
by all staff, but they also need to be communicated formally and informally (Hallinger &
Heck, 2002; Leithwood et al., 2008). The most effective form of communication of goals
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is through consistent referencing within ongoing instructional, curricular, and budgetary
decision-making (Hallinger, 2018)
Managing the Instructional Programs
The second dimension in Hallinger's instructional leadership framework Manages
the Instructional Programs and enacts three functions or behaviors of a principal
(Hallinger, 2003). These functions are concerned with organizing high-quality learning,
monitoring student progress, developing the quality of teaching and learning, and
fostering success through making adjustments, that act as more management of the core
of the school (Hallinger, 2003, 2018). This dimension is where leadership is more
instructional than transformational. Managing the instructional programs requires
feedback to develop professional capacity (Goldring et al., 2015). It also involves
curriculum organization, setting standards, and coordinating learning across classrooms
(Hallinger, 2018).
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate
Changing school culture may take several years. This final dimension, which
develops a positive school learning climate, can have more impact on the collective
behavior of a school than a single principal (Deal & Peterson, 1999). Teachers need to
have uninterrupted teaching time, and the principal can create policies to prevent teachers
from being interrupted during class (Hall, Quinn, & Gollnick, 2018). The visibility of the
principal by staff and students indicates the priority of their role and can positively affect
behavior and instruction (Hallinger & Murphy, 2012; Leithwood et al., 2008). Being
more visible allows the principal to use informal and formal ways to provide teachers and
students with praise (Hallinger, 2018; Knapp et al., 2009; Leithwood, Anderson, et al.,
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2010). Additionally, principals supporting and participating in staff professional learning
produced the largest effect size on student outcomes (Robinson et al., 2008).
Conceptual Framework for This Study
The overall goal of this study was to explore potential relationships between how
principals rank the importance of high-quality PD characteristics and the reported
frequency of instructional leadership behaviors. Therefore, it was essential to consider the
connections among characteristics of high-quality PD, principal values, and dimensions
of instructional leadership, as defined by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). These
connections are presented in Figure 2.5.
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Figure 2. 4
Connections Between Principal Values, Instructional Leadership Dimensions, and
Characteristics of High-Quality PD

The conceptual framework (see Figure 2.5) guiding this study builds on the
connections presented in Figure 2.4 to demonstrate how the leadership frameworks,
dimensions of instructional leadership, characteristics of high-quality PD, and the six
principal values identified through analysis, as developed by Hallinger, align. This
alignment includes the anticipated relationship between PD characteristics and the
behaviors in managing instructional programs, defining the school mission, and
developing a positive school learning climate.
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There is no anticipated relationship between the PD characteristics and behaviors
of defining the school mission. A relationship between managing instructional programs
behaviors and coherence was anticipated, as well as managing instructional programs
behaviors and focus. Developing a positive school learning climate is anticipated related
to job-embedded, duration, and collaboration. Principals with a higher frequency of
reported behaviors in a specific dimension were also anticipated to rank the importance
of the associated PD characteristics higher than others.
Figure 2. 5
Conceptual Framework

Summary
Most PD researchers agree that certain characteristics are associated with highquality, effective PD. The general terminology of the research varies from study to study,
but the five high-quality PD characteristics identified in this study are consistent in all
research. The impact of effective PD on student test scores is still being conducted.
Regardless, teacher capacity is affected to some extent by effective PD.
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Instructional leadership has been studied extensively. Through recent studies of a
principal's role in PD and as leaders in schools, this study narrowed the research to
identify the values of principals. These values were then able to support the functions and
behaviors of instructional leaders related to defining the school mission, managing
instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate.
Though no single characteristic impacts effective PD more than the others, there
are specific characteristics that align closer to the behaviors and functions of specific
areas than others. Principals develop quality PD to improve teachers' capacity and create
a culture of continuous learning. Studying principals’ report practicing instructional
leadership behaviors and their rankings of the importance of PD characteristics can
highlight the relationship or lack thereof between what principals deem more important
concerning PD characteristics and their behaviors associated with supporting a culture of
learning through the instructional leadership dimensions.
This literature review focused on developing principal values and PD
characteristics that could lead to a learning culture. Through a sociocultural theory lens,
this study explored the relationship between elementary principals' rankings of the
importance of high-quality PD characteristics and the frequency of their reported
instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the school mission, managing
instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate. This
information will provide an exploratory look into the impact principals' instructional
leadership behaviors play on the development of PD, potentially leading to a school
learning culture. Chapter 3 will discuss the methodology of this study, going into detail
about the data collection, data analysis, sample size, and research design.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
This study aimed to explore the relationship between the reported practicing of
instructional leadership behaviors of principals in elementary schools across the United
States (U.S.) and the rankings of importance of high-quality Professional Development
(PD) characteristics. Principals' reported practicing of instructional leadership behaviors
were determined by the frequency they practice the behaviors of the functions associated
with each of the three dimensions identified in the Principal Instructional Management
Scale (PIMRS) by Hallinger and Murphy (1985). Principals were then asked to rank the
importance of five high-quality PD characteristics (job-embedded, focused, duration,
collaborative, and coherent) from most important to least important. For the study, PD
characteristics were labeled as PD factors. The study used a sociocultural theory lens,
positing that the culture of the environment plays a significant role in the socialization
and learning of individuals within the organization. The school culture and climate are
defining factors in creating change leading to academic achievement. Culture guides how
peers interact within and with members outside the organization (Serrat, 2009). A strong
school culture will support active engagement in diverse student and faculty activities
(University Council for Educational Administration, 2012). Principals can directly affect
the schools' culture, negatively and positively.
This chapter focuses on the methodology used to achieve the study's purpose. The
research design, participant sample, instrumentation utilized, data collection, and analysis
strategies are presented. Information on the validity and reliability of the instrument
employed in the study is provided.
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Research Questions and Design
The following overarching research questions guided this study:
1. How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD factors
(i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing
their school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and
district setting?
2. To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors
related to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and
developing a positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience
and district setting?
3. What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five
high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the
school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate?
Research question one focused on the importance principals place on five highquality PD factors, by asking participants to rank the high-quality PD factors (jobembedded, focused, duration, collaborative, and coherent) from most important to least
important. Effective PD has been widely studied, yet few studies have been conducted on
how principals determine the PD they will develop and implement.
Research question two focused on the principals' reported practicing of
instructional leadership behaviors in the three dimensions: (a) Defining the school
mission, (b) Managing instructional programs, and (c) Developing the school learning
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climate. Research question two was addressed using the PIMRS questionnaire adopted
from Hallinger and Murphy (1985). Effective principal leadership positively impacts the
quality of school teaching and learning (Hall, Quinn, & Gollnick, 2018).
Research question three focused on the relationship between reported
instructional leadership behaviors and the rankings of importance of high-quality PD
factors. Previous research has found that principal's participation and support for
professional learning of staff produced the largest effect size on the learning outcomes of
students (Robinson et al., 2008).
To answer these questions, a correlational research design was used. Correlational
research investigates the possibility of a relationship or association between variables
(Wallen & Fraenkel, 2000). While correlational studies cannot determine cause and
effect, they can help explain human behaviors (explanatory studies) or predict likely
outcomes (prediction studies) (Wallen & Fraenkel, 2000). This study represents an
explanatory study, specifically to help explain how instructional leadership behaviors are
related to the importance principals place on PD factors. Although correlational studies
do not establish cause and effect, findings found to be highly related from explanatory
studies can serve as the focus for additional research in experimental studies to
investigate causal relationships (Wallen & Fraenkel, 2000).
In correlational studies where relationships are found, the researcher should be
alert to alternative explanations that may account for the correlation (Wallen & Fraenkel,
2000). There are some threats to internal validity when using correlational designs. These
include subject characteristics, location, instrumentation (i.e., instrument decay, data
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collector characteristics, and data collector bias), testing, and mortality (Wallen &
Fraenkel, 2000).
Research Sample
The population of interest for this study included elementary school principals
across the U.S. An online database, Market Data Retrieval (MDR), was used to identify a
national sample of principals. Using MDR, a purposive sample of elementary school
principals was selected based on three criteria: (a) principals who served in a school that
served pre-K to 6th-grade students (elementary or combined K-12 school (b) schools in
which the principal served are experiencing enrollment growth, and (c) principals had
been in their position in that school for at least one year. Using the criteria above as
selection criteria in the MDR database, a total of 1,262 principals across 45 states were
identified.
Data Collection Procedures
A database of principals who met the criteria was provided, through MDR, in
Excel. The database included information on the principal’s name, institution name, job
title, email address, and institution type. Principals were contacted via email. A total of
three emails were sent to participants, spaced out over three weeks. Each email was sent
on a Monday, based on research that found higher response rates for those that received a
request on this day of the week (SurveyMonkey, 2022). Participants decide to respond
within the first two days of receiving a survey (Dillman et al., 2014) increasing the
response rate.
First, an invitation email to participate in the study was sent to all participants.
This initial email (Appendix A) that was sent to participants asked for help, and
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explained why they were selected, what the survey was about, the link to the survey, and
who was conducting it (Dillman et al., 2014). A cover letter (Appendix B) was included
in the email providing more explicit details on the study. The details of the cover letter
included: who was conducting it and why, how the information collected will be used, the
selection process of respondents, confidentiality, risks to participants, and instructions for
when they are completed and how to return the survey (Punch, 2003).
A second follow-up email (Appendix C) was sent a week later to all nonrespondents. This email included a reminder of the previous email asking for help, a link
to the survey, the importance of the survey, and reminder of the survey being voluntary.
A final email (Appendix D) was sent a week after the second email to the final
non-respondents to encourage participation and increase the survey response rate. This
email included an absolute sense of urgency in which the responses are needed, a link to
the survey, the importance of the study, and final well wishes.
Instrumentation
An electronic survey was used to collect data for this study. The use of an
electronic survey allowed participants to respond at their own pace and when they had the
time, reducing the response costs (Dillman et al., 2014). The first question on the survey
asked participants to provide their consent (i.e., yes or no). The remainder of the survey
included three sections.
The first section of the survey included two questions focused on participant
demographics. The first question came from the PIMRS questionnaire (Hallinger &
Murphy, 1985), discussed in Chapter 2. Other demographic questions on the PIMRS
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were not included in this study with permission from the author. A second demographic
question was added related to district settings (i.e., rural, urban, suburban).
With permission from the author (Appendix E), the second section of the survey
included the Principal Instructional Management Scale (PIMRS), a 50-question measure
that uses a five-point Likert-style scale. Three parallel forms of the PIMRS have been
developed and tested: a principal self-assessment, a teacher form, and a supervisor form
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1987). For this study, principal version 2.1 was used.
Items on the PIMRS address three significant dimensions (discussed in Chapter 2)
and ten functions (e.g., subscales). Each subscale includes five behavioral statements.
The first dimension is Defining the School Mission, which includes ten items across two
subscales. The second dimension is Managing the Instructional Programs, which
includes 15 items across three subscales. The third dimension is Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate, which includes 20 items across five subscales. Across each
dimension, the stem for each set of items was “to what extent do you,” followed by five
behavioral statements. A sample of the survey used in this study is provided in Figure 3.1, and a
full copy of the survey is provided in Appendix F.
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Figure 3. 1
PIMRS Sample

Due to this study’s electronic survey distribution, the PIMRS section had to be modified
to reflect the online survey platform, Qualtrics. The original PIMRS questionnaire was developed
as a physical copy (see Figure 3.2). The PIMRS section for this study differs from the original
PIMRS by not including number labels for each behavioral item (i.e., 1 – 5) under the subscales.
In addition, the participants were not given the numbers for the Likert-type scale. While
participants were still asked to choose the appropriate number that best fits the specific job
behavior or practice, they chose the appropriate frequency (i.e., almost never, seldom, sometimes,
frequently, and almost always) they performed the behaviors.
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Figure 3. 2
Original PIMRS Sample

Note. Permission was given by the publisher (Hallinger) to reproduce the instrument for the
study’s purpose.
Section three of the survey focused on professional development and included one
question. Respondents were asked to rank five statements from most important to least important
when creating their school's professional development. Each statement (Table 3.1) was designed
to represent one of five high-quality PD factors as identified in the literature (discussed in
Chapter 2). The format of the question prevented participants from ranking multiple statements
simultaneously. Therefore, the participants were required to distinguish which statement they
considered more important than others in developing PD.
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Table 3. 1
Survey Statements and Corresponding PD Factors
Factor
Coherence

Statement on the Survey
PD that aligns with standards and assessments.

Job-embedded

Active learning through practicing the PD in the classroom.

Collaborative

Working with PLCs and other educators to problem solve
together.
PD that spans longer periods of time to allow for practice and
feedback.
PD that is narrow and specific in content.

Duration
Focused

PIMRS Reliability
To examine the reliability of the PIMRS used in this study, a normative study was
identified from the studies used by Hallinger and Wang (2015). Specifically, a study
conducted by Munro (2009) was selected based on a comparable school level and the
number of participants (see Table 3.2).
Table 3. 2
Current Study Reliability (n=50) vs Munro Study Reliability (n=35)

Normative study

Overall

Defining the
mission

0.93

0.80

Managing instructional
programs
Cronbach's α
0.88

Positive school
learning
climate
0.85

Current study
0.91
0.77
0.87
0.82
Note. The normative study data was retrieved from Hallinger & Wang (2015).
Cronbach's alpha for the 50-question normative and current study were .93 and
.91, respectively, indicating a strong internal consistency. Salkind and Frey (2020)
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consider coefficients of 0.70 or higher reliable. The Developing a Positive School
Learning Climate dimension consisted of 25 items (α = .82), the Managing Instructional
Programs dimension consisted of 15 items (α = .87), and the Defining the School Mission
dimension consisted of 10 items (α = .77). The data for this study followed the normative
study trend where the most significantly reliable of the three dimensions was Managing
Instructional Programs, followed by Developing a Positive School Learning Climate.
Defining the School Mission had the lowest Cronbach's alpha of the three dimensions but
is still considered reliable.
Data Analysis
The data for this study was collected via Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo,Utah), where
participants' results were recorded. Qualtrics collected all participants' responses into one
spreadsheet. Once the response time concluded, the data from the spreadsheet were
uploaded to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. Next, the data
were organized, cleaned, and prepped for data analysis in SPSS.
Data Organization and Prepping for Analysis
The following steps were taken to prepare the data for analysis. First, the data
were entered into SPSS. Once entered, each variable required a new name and label. The
variable name helped to identify the demographic questions, PIMRS questions, and
rankings of factors from one another. The variable names given to each PIMRS question
helped to group them into the three dimensions. The variable label helped to identify the
specific question within each PIMRS dimension's sublevel. Next, value labels were
assigned to each number for the Likert questions.: 1 = Almost Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 =
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Sometimes, 4 = Frequently, and 5 = Almost Always. Value labels were assigned to the
demographic questions (i.e., experience and district setting) (see Table 3.3).
Table 3. 3
Value Labels and Associated Numbers for Demographic Questions
Value
Demographic
1
2
3
4
a
Experience
1
2-4
5-9
10-15
Setting
Rural Urban
Suburban
Note. The value labels are under each associated value number.
aExperience

5
More than 15

= years

Last, value labels were assigned to the rank associated with each high-quality
P.D. factor: 1 = Least Important, 2 = Slightly Important, 3 = Important, 4 = Fairly
Important, and 5 = Most Important. After the dataset had been created, the next step was
to clean and prep the dataset for analysis.
In the next step, an item-level review was conducted to determine the final dataset
for analysis. Missing items were labeled 99 for analysis purposes. This labeling allowed
for excluding those values in the sample when analyzed. Analysis of the missing data was
random and did not show any pattern in participants' responses in the 50-item PIMRS
section. More missing data for the ranking factors indicated possible survey fatigue
occurred by the final question. The new dataset included 51 participant responses with
labeled missing variables.
Next, variables were combined to reflect the instructional leadership dimensions.
Each of the associated subscales for the three instructional leadership dimensions were
transformed into a new ordinal variable (see Table 3.4). The new variable utilized the
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means of the subscales to create an overall mean of each instructional leadership
dimension for each participant.
Table 3. 4
New Variables with Associated Old Variable Names
New variable name
Old variable names
Defining the school Mission
Q2_1... + Q3_5
Managing instructional programs
Q4_1... + Q6_5
Developing a positive learning climate
Q7_1... + Q11_5
Note. The old variable names represent the sublevel (Q2) with the associated question (
_1) within that sublevel. The questions were asked in sequential order for each
dimension.
In the final step, descriptive statistics were run on the demographic data to get a
population breakdown. A frequency table with percentages was reported for each
demographic question (i.e., experience and district setting). Due to the sample size, the
variables were recoded into different variables with new values. The subgroups of years
as principal went from five different values to two different values (i.e., 1-9 years and 10
or more years). The new subgroup of the district setting contained two values for
analysis. The district variable was re-coded to place suburban and urban districts as the
same value. These groups were re-coded to create a larger sample size and equal
representation of all groups. Due to the ambiguous definitions, urban and suburban
districts were placed in the same value more easily; suburban districts could be part urban
or have an urban district with schools classified as suburban.
The first two research questions were analyzed using descriptive (e.g., mean,
S.D., percentile) and inferential statistics (one-way ANOVA), including subgroup
analysis of experience and district setting. Analysis was repeated for each subgroup.
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The mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and percentiles were calculated for
the first research question related to the principal ranking of the importance of highquality PD factors (duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus). The
median was used as a measure of central tendency. Mode and percentiles were used to
provide a qualitative view of the range of rankings. A one-way ANOVA was computed
to test for the statistical significance of the ranking factors to determine if there were
differences in how principals ranked the factors. For the one-way ANOVA, the Freidman
test was used since it allows for comparing one group three or more times, the frequency
at which the factors were ranked of importance was not normally distributed, and
participants were independent of each other. This test was used to determine the ranksum differences among the different high-quality PD factors and which factors were more
highly ranked in importance among the participants. If found statistically significant, a
Wilcoxon signed rank post hoc test was conducted to determine where the differences
occurred. A Bonferroni adjustment was calculated to determine the new significance
level.
The same descriptive and inferential statistics were used for research question two
about principals' perception of their instructional leadership across the three dimensions
of the PIMRS. Descriptive statistics (i.e., means with the minimum, maximum, and
standard deviation) were used to determine each instructional leadership dimension to
allow for a comparison of the reported practicing behaviors of each dimension. The
Friedman test (one-way ANOVA) was conducted along with the Wilcoxon signed rank
post hoc test and the Bonferroni adjustment to test for statistical significance in
principals' reported practicing instructional leadership behaviors.
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The third research question utilized associational (i.e., correlational analysis,
Spearman rho) statistics. For research question three related to the relationship between
principals' rankings of the importance of the five high-quality PD factors and the reported
practicing behaviors of defining the school mission, managing instructional programs,
and developing a positive school learning climate, Spearman's rank-order correlation
coefficient, or rho, was used to explore the association (Nardi, 2018). Three tables were
created to present the relationship between each dimension and the PD factors. The data
presented in the tables included the strength of the relationship, the direction, Spearman's
rho, and the p-value.
Summary
This study used a correlational research design to explore the relationship
between principals' report practicing instructional leadership behaviors in the three
dimensions across PIMRS and their rankings of importance of high-quality PD factors.
Leadership characteristics were grouped into three domains based on the PIMRS, and the
frequency of principal's report practicing instructional leadership behaviors in those
dimensions was analyzed. The significance of the difference between the rankings of
importance of the ranked high-quality PD factors and the frequency principals reported
practicing behaviors of the three instructional leadership dimensions was determined, as
was the relationship between the reported practicing of instructional leadership behaviors
across the three PIMRS dimensions and the rankings of importance of high-quality PD
factors. Previous research using the PIMRS questionnaire has reported strong reliability
and validity of the measure. In Chapter 4, findings from the study will be presented.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
This study explored the relationship between principals’ reported practicing of
instructional leadership behaviors, as identified by the Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), and the rankings of importance of the five highquality Professional Development (PD) factors. The instrument used to collect the study's
data was a three-section survey. In the first section, participants were asked to provide
their years in the principal role (i.e., experience) and school district setting (i.e., rural,
urban/suburban). The second section used the PIMRS, created by Hallinger and Murphy
(1985), to determine the principals’ reported practicing of instructional leadership
behaviors in the three dimensions: Defining the School Mission, Managing Instructional
Programs, and Developing a Positive School Learning Climate. The third section of the
survey used ranking to measure the principals' view of the importance of the five highquality PD factors when developing PD for their school.
The survey questionnaire sent to participants included 50 five-point Likert-style
questions and one ranked question (least to most important). The survey was used to
collect data to help answer the following research questions:
1. How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD factors
(i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing
their school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and
district setting?
2. To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors
related to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and
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developing a positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience
and district setting?
3. What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five
high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the
school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate?
Using existing literature, it was anticipated that there would be a relationship
between the reported practicing if behaviors in specific instructional leadership
dimensions and the rankings of importance of PD factors. Specifically, the more often the
reported practice of behaviors of an instructional leadership dimension, the higher the
rankings of importance of associated PD factors as presented in the conceptual
framework (see Chapter 2). Principals with 10 or more years of experience would report
practicing instructional leadership behaviors across the three dimensions more often,
producing a stronger relationship with the rankings of importance of the associated
factors. Specifically, it was anticipated that principals with 10 or more years of
experience would report practicing instructional leadership behaviors more often in
functions associated with Developing a Positive School Learning Climate dimension and
rank the importance of job-embedded higher than the other PD factors. While principals
with 10 or more years of experience have had more time to develop their leadership skills
and identify what works best for their schools, principals with 1-9 years of experience
might struggle to manage the various challenges required by the instructional leader
(Spillane & Lee, 2013) and spend most time focusing on the managerial functions of the
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job. Principals with 1-9 years of experience were anticipated to report practicing
instructional leadership behaviors more often in functions associated with Managing
Instructional Programs dimension and rank the importance of focused higher than the
other PD factors.
District setting could also impact prioritization and rankings of importance based
on district funding differences and the influence of organizational and community
contexts in rural districts (O'Shea & Zuckerman, 2022). Principals in rural districts were
anticipated to report practicing instructional leadership behaviors more often in Defining
the School Mission and rank the importance of focused higher than the other PD factors.
In comparison, principals in suburban/urban districts were anticipated to report practicing
instructional leadership behaviors more often in functions associated with Managing
Instructional Programs dimension and rank the importance of coherence higher than the
other PD factors.
This chapter presents the study's findings in four sections. The first section presents
details on the demographics of the participants in the study. The second section presents
the reliability of the PIMRS in this study. The third section presents the descriptive and
inferential statistics for each research question. The concluding section provides a brief
chapter summary.
Study Participants
From the original sample of 1,262 principals, 61 respondents started the survey.
Of those, one did not complete any of the questions and nine respondents completed the
demographic section only. These respondents were excluded from the analysis, leaving a
total of 51 respondents, a response rate of 4%.
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Demographics
The first section of the survey was used to obtain the participants' demographic
data related to principal experience and district setting (see Table 4.1). Most principals
(39.2%) indicated that they had 10-15 years of experience as a principal. The second
largest group (31.4%) had 5-9 years of experience. In this study, rural districts (47.1%)
represented the largest group of district settings. Suburban districts (37.3%) were the
second largest district setting represented in this study. Urban districts (15.7%) were the
least represented in this study.
Table 4. 1
Demographic Information on Principals (N = 51)
Variables
Years of Experience
1
2-4
5-9
10-15
More than 15
Setting
Rural
Urban
Suburban

n

%

2
8
16
20
5

3.9
15.7
31.4
39.2
9.8

24
8
19

47.1
15.7
37.3

Research Question Results
Research Question 1 Results
RQ1: How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD
factors (duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing
their school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and district
setting?
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H01: There is no statistically significant difference in how elementary school principals
rank the importance of high-quality PD factors when developing their school-based PD.
There is no difference in how elementary school principals rank the importance of PD
factors based on experience and district setting.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each high-quality PD factor. Table 4.3
shows the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and percentiles for each of the five
factors. The mean was calculated for use in the Friedman test. The median is used as the
central tendency in this study to help summarize the participants’ rankings of the
importance of each factor due to the non-normal distribution of the data. The mode shows
the most commonly occurring rank of importance given to each factor by participants.
The standard deviation shows how dispersed the data is from the mean. Percentiles show
the ranking of importance of the factor by the participants at the lower quartile (25%),
second quartile (50%), and third quartile (75%).
The median presented in Table 4.2 shows that participants rankings of importance
of PD factors duration (Mdn = 4.00) and focus (Mdn = 4.00) as the most important
factors when developing PD. Collaboration and job-embedded PD factors were second
most important ranked, with medians of 3.00. Participants ranked the importance of
coherence as the least important factor, with a median of 2.00. In the third quartile, 75%
of the participants ranked the importance of duration and focus as five or below, whereas
participants ranked the importance of coherence as three or below in the same percentile.
Although the median is the same for duration and focus, the mode shows that participants
gave more 5 rankings of importance to focus than to duration, Mo = 4. Coherence was
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ranked least important, Mo = 1. Collaboration was also ranked as least important with a
mode of 1 in contrast to the median found at 3.00.
Table 4. 2
Descriptive Statistics of High-Quality PD Factors (N = 45)
Factor

Percentiles
M

Mdn

Mo

SD

25

50

75

Coherent

2.2

2.00

1

1.2

1.00

2.00

3.00

Collaborative

2.9

3.00

1

1.5

1.00

3.00

4.00

Duration

3.5

4.00

4

1.3

2.00

4.00

5.00

Focused

3.3

4.00

5

1.5

2.00

4.00

5.00

Job-embedded

3.2

3.00

3

1.2

2.00

3.00

4.00

Overall, the coherent PD factor was consistently ranked as the least important by
the participants in the study. Participants ranked the importance of duration and focus as
the highest when developing PD. The frequencies at which participants ranked the
importance of each factor from least to most important are presented, as seen in Table
4.3.
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Table 4. 3
Frequencies of High-quality PD Factors (N = 45)
Factors
Coherent
Job-embedded
Collaborative
Duration
Focused

Least important
n
%
16
35.6
3
6.7
13
28.9
5
11.1
8
17.8

Less important
n
%
13
28.9
12
26.7
4
8.9
7
15.6
9
20.0

Neutral
n
%
8
17.8
13
28.9
12
26.7
7
15.6
5
11.1

More important
n
%
6
13.3
9
20.0
7
15.6
14
31.1
9
20.0

Most important
n
%
2
4.4
8
17.8
9
20.0
12
26.7
14
31.1
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As seen in Figure 4.1, the frequency participants ranked the importance of
coherence steadily decreased as it went from least to most important, making it rightskewed. Job-embedded has a right-skewed frequency distribution (see Figure 4.2), with
most participants ranking the importance of this factor as a 2 or 3 and then slowly
decreased as it moved to the most important rank. Collaboration has a slight bimodal
distribution (see Figure 4.3), with high participant frequency at 1, 3, and 5 rankings of
importance. Duration is left-skewed (see Figure 4.4); the frequency participants ranked
the importance of this factor increased to 4 and slightly decreased to 5. The focus factor
has a slight bimodal skewness (see Figure 4.5), where a ranking of importance of 3 had
the lowest frequency.
Figure 4. 1
Frequency of Coherent Rankings
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Figure 4. 2
Frequency of Job-Embedded Rankings

Figure 4. 3
Frequency of Collaborative Rankings

Figure 4. 4
Frequency of Duration Rankings
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Figure 4. 5
Frequency of Focused Rankings

Due to the non-normally distributed factors’ rankings of importance, the
nonparametric one-way analysis of variance test was used. A Friedman one-way
ANOVA test was utilized to test for statistically significant differences in how principals
ranked the importance of the high-quality factors (see Table 4.4). There is a statistically
significant difference between the mean rankings of importance of the high-quality PD
factors (p = .002). The null hypothesis has been rejected.
Table 4. 4
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA by PD Factor Rankings of Importance
Variable
PD factors

N
45

Chi-square
16.75

df
4

Sig. (2-tailed)
.002*

*p < .050.
The Friedman one-way ANOVA test results indicated there is statistically
significant difference between the high-quality PD factors’ rankings of importance but
does not specify which factors are significantly different. Next, a Wilcoxon signed rank
post hoc test was conducted to determine if there were differences between principals'
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rankings of importance of the five PD factors (see Table 4.5). There was statistical
significance between coherence and three of the four factors at a p < .05 level. Jobembedded and coherent (p = .001), duration and coherent (p < .001), and focused and
coherent (p = .002) were all statistically significant. Since multiple pair-wise tests were
performed a Bonferroni adjustment was calculated to reduce the probability of a Type 1
error, or false-positive, from occurring (Chen, Feng, & Yi, 2017). To calculate the
Bonferroni adjustment, the significance level, p > .05, was divided by the number of tests
performed.
Table 4. 5
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test of Factors’ Ranking of Importance
Factor 1 – factor 2

Z

Sig. (2-tailed)

Coherent-Collaborative

-1.96a

.050

Coherent–Job-embedded

-3.19a

.001*

Coherent-Focused

-3.12a

.002*

Coherent-Duration

-3.34a

<.001*

Collaborative-Job-embedded

-0.82

.414

Collaborative-Focused

-0.94a

.347

Collaborative-Duration

-1.68a

.093

Job-embedded-Focused

-0.34a

.732

Job-embedded-Duration

-1.25a

.210

Focused-Duration

-0.58a

.564

Note. Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Factor 1 and Factor 2 distributions are
the same.
aBased

on positive ranks.

*p < .005, after a Bonferroni adjustment
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After a Bonferroni adjustment to the new p-value, p > .005, these three
comparisons remained statistically significant. There were no statistically significant
differences between any other factors. The mean ranking of importance of coherence, M
= 2.2, was lower than the mean ranking of importance of focused, M = 3.3, jobembedded, M = 3.2, and duration, M = 3.5. Principals ranked the importance of
coherence as less important than focus, job-embedded, and duration of PD. Therefore, the
null hypothesis was rejected. The data was further analyzed by the years a principal has
been in the role, and by the district setting the principal occupies.
Differences in Rankings of Importance
Due to the unequal distribution of responses across the demographic variables of
experience and setting, the five option responses for years of experience and the three
options for setting were collapsed into two more equal groups (see Table 4.6). The
decision to combine urban and suburban districts is supported in Chapter 3. Further, the
collapsed categories were examined to determine the frequency and percent across the
two variables prior to further analysis of differences in rankings of importance, as
presented in Table 4.7.
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Table 4. 6
Demographic Variables Re-Coded (N = 51)
Variables
Years of Experience
1
2-4
5-9
10-15
More than 15
Setting
Rural
Urban
Suburban

Original Responses
n
%
2
8
16
20
5

3.9
15.7
31.4
39.2
9.8

24
8
19

47.1
15.7
37.3

Collapsed Responses
n
%
1-9
10 or more

Rural
Urban/Suburban

26
25

51.0
49.0

24
27

47.1
52.9

Table 4. 7
Principal Years of Experience by District Setting (N = 51)
Setting
Years of experience
1-9
10 or More

Rural
n

%

14
10

58.3
41.7
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Urban/Suburban
n
%
12
15

44.4
55.6

Next, the median, mean, mode, standard deviation, and percentiles of each of the
five factors’ rankings of importance were calculated (see Table 4.8).
Differences in Rankings of Importance Based on Principal Experience
With regard to difference in PD rankings of importance based on the years of
experience of a principal, the calculated mode showed both groups ranked the importance
of focus as the highest. Principals with 1-9 years of experience have a higher mean and
median for the duration factor (M = 3.7, Md = 4.00) than principals with 10 or more
years of experience (M = 3.2, Md = 3.00) for the same factor. More principals with 1-9
years of experience ranked the importance of collaboration as a three than principals with
ten or more years, who gave collaboration more rankings of a one on importance.
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Table 4. 8
Principal Experience and PD Factors’ Rankings of Importance Statistics
1-9 yearsa
Factor
Coherent
Job-embedded
Collaborative
Duration
Focused
an = 23

M
2.0
3.2
2.9
3.7
3.3

Mdn
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.00

Mo
1
2c
3
4
5

79
b

n = 22

cMultiple

modes exist. The smallest is shown.

SD
1.2
1.2
1.4
1.3
1.5

10 or more yearsb
Percentiles
25
50
75
1.00 2.00 3.00
2.00 3.00 4.00
1.00 3.00 4.00
3.00 4.00 5.00
2.00 3.00 5.00

M
2.4
3.1
3.0
3.2
3.2

Mdn
2.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
4.00

Mo
1c
3c
1
2c
5

SD
1.2
1.2
1.6
1.4
1.6

Percentiles
25
50
75
1.00 2.00 3.00
2.00 3.00 4.00
1.00 3.00 4.25
2.00 3.00 5.00
1.75 4.00 5.00

The next step calculated Friedman's one-way analysis to determine any
statistically significant differences between the rankings of importance of high-quality
PD factors in principals with different years of experience (see Table 4.9). There was a
statistically significant difference in how principals who have been in their role for 1-9
years (p = .006) rank the importance of high-quality PD factors from most important to
least important. The more experienced principals (10 or more years) do not rank the
importance of the factors differently.
Table 4. 9
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA by Factors for Experience
Years of experience
1-9
10 or more
*p < .05

n
23
22

Chi-square
14.44
4.15

df
4
4

Sig. (2-tailed)
.006*
.387

The last step was to explore the differences of rankings of importance between the
five high-quality PD factors of principals with 1-9 years of experience. A post hoc
analysis using the Wilcoxon signed rank test without a Bonferroni correction (see Table
4.10) indicated a statistically significant difference between the rankings of importance of
coherence and duration, p = .004, coherence and focused, p = .009, coherence and jobembedded, p = .012, and collaborative and duration, p = .044. After a Bonferroni
correction was calculated, p < .005, a statistically significant difference occurred between
coherence and duration. Principals with 1–9 years of experience indicated duration (M =
3.8) as significantly more important than coherence (M = 2.0).
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Table 4. 10
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test of 1-9 Years of Experience for Factors’ Rankings of
Importance
Factor 1-factor 2

Z

Sig. (2-tailed)

Coherent-Collaborative

-1.53

.127

Coherent-Job-embedded

-2.50

.012

Coherent-Focused

-2.63

.009

Coherent-Duration

-2.89

.004*

Collaborative-Job-embedded

-0.85

.395

Collaborative-Focused

-0.99

.324

Collaborative-Duration

-2.03

.044

Job-embedded-Focused

-.293

.770

Job-embedded-Duration

-1.46

.143

Focused-Duration

-0.76

.449

*p < .005, after a Bonferroni adjustment
Differences in Rankings of Importance Based on District Setting
With regard to differences in PD rankings of importance based on district setting,
the mean, median, mode, standard deviation, and percentiles of each of the five factors
were calculated (see Table 4.12). Principals in both district settings gave the focus factor
more rankings of importance of 5 (most important) and gave the coherence factor more
rankings of importance of 1 (least important). Rural district principals ranked the
importance of the duration factor as higher (M = 4.0, Md = 4.00) than principals in
urban/suburban schools (M = 3.0, Md = 3.00) for the same factor.
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Table 4. 11
Rural (n= 20) and Urban/Suburban (n= 25) Districts and PD Factors’ Rankings of Importance Statistics
Rural district
Factor
Coherent
Job-embedded
Collaborative
Duration
Focused

M
2.0
3.1
2.7
4.0
3.3

Mdn
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
3.50

Mo
1
2
1
4
5

SD
1.0
1.2
1.6
1.0
1.5

Percentiles
25
50
75
1.00 2.00 2.75
2.00 3.00 4.00
1.00 3.00 4.00
3.25 4.00 5.00
2.00 3.50 5.00

M
2.4
3.2
3.0
3.0
3.2

Urban/suburban district
Percentiles
Mdn
Mo
SD
25
50
75
2.00
1
1.3 1.00 2.00 3.50
3.00
3
1.2 2.00 3.00 4.00
3.00
3
1.5 1.50 3.00 4.00
3.00
2
1.4 2.00 3.00 4.00
4.00
5
1.6 2.00 4.00 5.00

82

Friedman's one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if principals in
urban/suburban and rural districts had a statistically significant difference in the rankings
of importance across the high-quality PD factors (see Table 4.12). At the p < .05 level,
there was a statistically significant difference in principals in rural elementary schools'
rankings of importance of PD factors (p = .001). There were no differences in principals
in urban/suburban (p = .364) elementary schools’ rankings of importance of the factors.
Table 4. 12
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA of Factors for District Setting
Setting
Rural
Urban/suburban
* p < 0.050

n
20
25

Chi-square
18.28
4.32

df
4
4

Sig. (2-tailed)
.001*
.364

The next step was to explore the differences in rankings of importance across the
PD factors given by rural principals. A post hoc analysis using the Wilcoxon signed rank
test without a Bonferroni correction (see Table 4.13) indicated a statistically significant
difference. At the 5% level, p < .05, rural elementary school principals have a statistically
significant difference in rankings of importance of coherent and job-embedded (p = .009),
coherent and duration (p < .001), coherent and focused (p = .005), and collaborative and
duration (p = .013). After a Bonferroni adjustment, p < .005, only one statistically
significant difference remained, between the rankings of importance of coherence and
duration (p < .001). There were no statistically significant differences among the other
factors. Rural elementary school principals rank the importance of duration (M = 4.0) as
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higher than coherence (M = 2.0) when developing PD. Therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected among rural elementary school principals.
Table 4. 13
Wilcoxon Signed Rank of Rural Districts and Factors’ Rankings of Importance
Factor 1 – factor 2

Z

Sig. (2-tailed)

Coherent-Collaborative

-1.43

.151

Coherent-Job-embedded

-2.61

.009

Coherent-Focused

-2.78

.005

Coherent-Duration

-3.34

<.001*

Collaborative-Job-embedded

-0.74

.459

Collaborative-Focused

-1.06

.288

Collaborative-Duration

-2.49

.013

Job-embedded-Focused

-0.23

.820

Job-embedded-Duration

-2.71

.007

Focused-Duration

-1.52

.129

*p < .005, after a Bonferroni adjustment
Research Question 2 Results
RQ2: To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors
related to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing
a positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience and district
setting?
H02: There is no difference in the degree to which principals report practicing
instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the school mission, managing
instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate. There is no
difference based on experience and district setting.
84

First, descriptive statistics (mean, SD, and frequencies) were calculated for each
item, subscale, and dimension for the PIMRS (see Table 4.14). At the dimension level,
principals reported practicing instructional leadership behaviors associated with Defining
the School Mission and Managing Instructional Programs most frequently (M = 4.1; SD
= .5, respectively). At the subscale level, the least frequently reported behaviors were
associated with the functions Providing Incentives for Learning and Providing Incentives
for Teachers (M = 3.5, SD = 0.9 and 0.6, respectively). These two functions are nested in
the Developing a Positive School Learning Climate dimension. The more frequently
reported behaviors were associated with the functions Frames School Goals and Promote
Professional Development (M = 4.4, SD = 0.5 and 0.6, respectively). Frames School
Goals is nested in Defining the School Mission, and Promote Professional Development
is nested in Developing a Positive School Learning Climate.
The subscale, Supervise and Evaluate Instruction, had the second more frequently
reported behaviors (M = 4.3, SD = 0.5) and was the only subscale that did not contain
any responses as almost never. Overall, the Developing a Positive School Learning
Climate dimension had the lowest individual item means of the three dimensions. Three
of the 25 items had means below two. While it had the lowest means, it had the highest
number of almost always responses. Five of the items had over 60% of participants
indicating they almost always used the behavior.
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Table 4. 14
Mean, SD, and Frequencies for Each of the 50 Items of the PIMRS Section
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Dimension/Subscales/Items
Defining the School Mission
Frame the school goalsa
Develop focused goals

M
4.1
4.4
4.6

SD
0.5
0.5
0.5

Frame goals of staff
Use needs assessment
Use student performance data
Develop goals easily understood
Communicate the school goalsa
Communicate mission
Discuss academic goals
Goals for curricular decisions
Goals highly visible
Refer to goals with students
Managing Instructional Programs
Supervise and evaluate instructiona
Priorities consistent with goals
Review student work
Conduct informal observations
Point out teacher strengths
Point our teacher weaknesses
Coordinate the curriculumb
Make clear responsibility
Use testing to make decisions

4.1
3.9
4.7
4.6
3.8
4.2
4.3
4.5
3.0
3.1
4.1
4.3
4.5
3.8
4.2
4.7
4.4
4.1
4.1
4.4

0.9
1.0
0.7
0.5
0.6
0.8
0.8
0.7
1.2
1.2
0.5
0.5
0.7
0.9
0.8
0.6
0.6
0.7
0.9
0.8

Almost
never
n
%

Frequently
n
%

Almost
always
n
%

Seldom
n
%

0

0

0

0

1

2.0

20

39.2

30

58.8

0
1
0
0

0
2.0
0
0

5
2
1
0

9.8
3.9
2.0
0

5
15
3
1

9.8
29.4
5.9
2.0

21
18
8
17

41.2
35.3
15.7
33.3

20
15
39
33

39.2
29.4
76.5
64.7

0
0
0
6
5

0
0
0
11.8
9.8

2
1
1
10
13

3.9
2.0
2.0
19.6
25.5

6
6
2
16
12

11.8
11.8
3.9
31.4
23.5

25
20
18
12
14

49.0
39.2
35.3
23.5
27.5

18
24
30
6
7

35.3
47.1
58.8
11.8
13.7

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
6
1
0
0

0
11.8
2.0
0
0

5
10
8
2
4

9.8
19.6
15.7
3.9
7.8

17
25
21
14
21

33.3
49.0
41.2
27.5
41.2

29
10
21
35
26

56.9
19.6
41.2
68.9
51.0

1
1

2.0
2.0

1
0

2.0
0

6
4

11.8
7.8

22
20

43.1
39.2

20
25

39.2
49.0

Sometimes
n
%

Table 4.14 (continued)
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Dimension/Subscales/Items
Monitor classroom curriculum
Assess overlap
Participate in review
Monitor student progressa
Meet with teachers
Discuss academic performance
Uses tests to assess progress
Inform teachers of results
Inform students of progress
Develop a Positive School
Learning Climate
Protect instructional timea
Limit teaching interruptions
Ensure students stay in class
Tardy student consequences
Encourage new teaching skills
Limit intrusion extracurricular
Maintain high visibilityb
Talk informally
Visit classrooms
Attend extracurriculars
Cover classes
Tutor students
Provide incentives for teachersc
Reinforce superior performance
Compliment teachers
Acknowledge good teachers
Reward special efforts

M
4.0
3.9
3.9
3.9
4.0
4.1
4.5
3.8
3.1
3.8

SD
0.8
1.0
1.0
0.6
0.8
0.8
0.6
1.0
1.2
0.4

4.0
4.6
3.8
2.6
4.7
4.3
3.7
4.3
4.1
4.1
3.5
2.5
3.5
3.7
4.6
2.8
3.3

0.4
0.6
0.9
1.2
0.5
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
0.6
1.0
0.6
1.2
1.1

Almost
never
n
%
0
0
1
2.0
1
2.0

Seldom
n
%
2
3.9
3
5.9
4
7.8

Sometimes
n
%
8
15.7
12
23.5
12
23.5

Frequently
n
%
26
51.0
18
35.3
16
31.4

Almost
always
n
%
14
27.5
16
31.4
17
33.3

0
0
0
0
5

0
0
0
0
9.8

2
0
0
7
10

3.9
0
0
13.7
19.6

10
12
4
9
19

19.6
23.5
7.8
17.6
37.3

23
20
17
22
10

45.1
39.2
33.3
43.1
19.6

16
19
30
12
7

31.4
37.3
58.8
23.5
13.7

0
0
12
0
0

0
0
23.5
0
0

0
4
12
0
1

0
7.8
23.5
0
2.0

3
16
16
0
5

5.9
31.4
31.4
0
9.8

15
20
9
14
20

31.4
39.2
17.6
27.5
39.2

32
11
2
36
24

62.7
21.6
3.9
70.6
47.1

0
0
0
2
11

0
0
0
3.9
21.6

1
1
3
6
14

2.0
2.0
5.9
11.8
27.5

4
9
9
14
17

7.8
17.6
17.6
27.5
33.3

23
22
18
21
6

45.1
43.1
35.3
41.2
11.8

22
18
20
7
2

43.1
35.3
39.2
13.7
3.9

1
0
9
3

2.0
0
17.6
5.9

4
0
12
7

7.8
0
23.5
13.7

16
2
12
20

31.4
3.9
23.5
39.2

16
18
12
12

31.4
35.3
23.5
23.5

12
29
4
7

23.5
56.9
7.8
13.7

Table 4.14 (continued)
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Dimension/Subscales/Items
Create professional growth
Promote professional developmentb
Activities consistent with goals
Support skills in classroom
Whole staff participation
Instructional activities focused
Time for teachers to share ideas
Provide incentives for learninga
Recognize students' work
Assemblies to honor students
Recognizing student achievement
Positive parent contact
Teacher support for students
aN = 5; bN = 50; cN = 49

M
3.1
4.4
4.6
4.4
4.6
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.6
3.3
3.5
3.3
4.1

SD
1.1
0.6
0.1
0.7
0.8
0.8
1.1
0.9
1.2
1.4
1.2
0.9
1.0

Almost
never
n
%
4
7.8

Seldom
n
%
10
19.6

0
0
1
0
1

0
0
2.0
0
2.0

1
1
0
1
5

2.0
2.0
0
2.0
9.8

3
3
2
5
7

2
9
4
2
1

3.9
17.6
7.8
3.9
2.0

10
5
6
7
4

19.6
9.8
11.8
13.7
7.8

9
12
16
20
8

Frequently
n
%
14
37.5

Almost
always
n
%
4
7.8

5.9
5.9
3.9
9.8
13.7

11
19
12
13
19

21.6
37.3
23.5
25.5
37.3

35
27
35
31
18

68.6
52.9
68.6
60.8
35.3

17.6
23.5
31.4
39.2
15.7

14
12
13
18
16

27.5
23.5
25.5
35.3
31.4

16
13
12
4
22

31.4
25.5
23.5
7.8
43.1

Sometimes
n
%
17
33.3

To address the research question, the means across each of the three dimensions
of instructional leadership were used (Table 4.15).
Table 4. 15
Means and Standard Deviations of Leadership Dimensions (N = 51)
Dimension
Defining the school mission
Managing instructional programs
Developing a positive school learning
climate
1 = almost never to 5 = almost always

Minimum
2.40
2.40

Maximum
4.90
5.00

M
4.1
4.1

SD
0.5
0.5

2.72

4.52

3.8

0.4

A Friedman one-way ANOVA by ranks test was conducted to determine if
differences existed in the overall frequency of instructional leadership behaviors reported
(see Table 4.16). There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level across
the three dimensions of PIMRS, X2(2) = 12.82, p = .002.
Table 4. 16
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA by Ranks for Leadership Dimensions
Variable
Leadership dimensions
*p < .05

N
51

Chi-square
12.82

df
2

Sig. (2-tailed)
.002*

The next step was to explore the differences between the frequency of
instructional leadership behaviors across the dimensions. Post hoc analysis using the
Wilcoxon signed rank test was conducted without a Bonferroni correction (see Table
4.17). Once a Bonferroni correction, p < .017, was applied, the statistically significant
difference between dimensions did not change. There were statistically significant
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differences in the frequency of behaviors between Developing a Positive School Learning
Climate and Defining the School Mission (p < .001) and between Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate and Managing Instructional Programs (p < .001). Principals
reported practicing instructional leadership behaviors in functions associated with
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate less often than Managing Instructional
Programs and Defining the School Mission. There was no statistically significant
difference between Managing Instructional Programs and Defining the School Mission
(p = .705).
Table 4. 17
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test of PIMRS Dimensions
Dimension 1- dimension 2
Z
Sig. (2-tailed)
a
Developing a positive school learning climate-defining the
-3.37
<.001*
school mission
Developing a positive school learning climate-managing
-3.74a
<.001*
instructional programs
Defining the school mission-managaing instructional
-0.38a
.705
programs
Note. Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Dimension 1 and Dimension 2
distributes are the same.
aBased

on positive ranks.

*p < .017. after a Bonferroni adjustment
Differences in Reported Practice of Behaviors Related to Defining the School Mission,
Managing Instructional Programs, and Developing a Positive School Learning
Climate Based on Principal Experience
With regard to differences in the frequency of behaviors within each dimension
based on principal experience, the mean was calculated (see Table 4.18). Principals
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across both experience groups (1-9 years and 10 or more years) reported practicing
instructional leadership behaviors similarly across all dimensions, with those behaviors
associated with Defining the School Mission and Managing Instructional (M = 4.2 and
4.0, respectively) the most frequent and behaviors associated with Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate the least frequent (M = 3.8 and 3.8, respectively).
Table 4. 18
Mean and Standard Deviation of Dimensions by Experience

Defining the school mission
Managing instructional programs
Developing a positive school learning climate
an = 26
bn

10 or more
yearsb
M
SD
4.0
0.5
4.0
0.5
3.8
0.4

1-9 yearsa

Dimension

M
4.2
4.2
3.8

SD
0.5
0.5
0.4

= 25
Next, a Friedman one-way ANOVA by ranks test was conducted to determine if

differences existed in the frequency of principals’ reported behaviors by experience
group (see Table 4.19). There was a statistically significant difference (p = .018), at p <
.05 level, in the frequency of behaviors for principals with 1-9 years of experience. There
was no statistically significant difference for principals with 10 or more years of
experience.
Table 4. 19
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA of Dimensions by Experience
Years of experience
1-9
10 or more
*p < .050

n
26
25

Chi-square
7.98
5.08
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df
2
2

Sig. (2-tailed)
.018*
.079

The next step was to explore differences between the frequency of behaviors for
principals with 1-9 years of experience. Post hoc analysis using the Wilcoxon signed rank
test was conducted without a Bonferroni correction (see Table 4.20). The results show a
statistically significant difference in the frequency of reported behaviors for principals
with 1-9 years of experience between Developing a Positive School Learning Climate
and Defining the School Mission (p = .005). There was also a statistically significant
difference in the frequency of behaviors reported between the Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate and Managing Instructional Programs dimensions (p = .003).
Once a Bonferroni correction was applied, p < .017, principals with 1-9 years of
experience reported practicing instructional leadership behaviors in Managing
Instructional Programs and Defining the School Mission as statistically more frequently
than in Developing a Positive School Learning Climate.
Table 4. 20
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test of PIMRS Dimensions with 1-9 Years of Experience
Dimension 1- dimension 2
Z
Sig. (2-tailed)
a
Developing a positive school learning climate-defining the
-2.80
.005*
school mission
Developing a positive school learning climate-managing
-3.02a
.003*
instructional programs
Defining the school mission-managing instructional programs -0.66a
.510
Note. Each row tests the null hypothesis that Dimension 1 and Dimension 2 distributes
are the same.
aBased

on positive ranks.

*p < .017, after a Bonferroni adjustment
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Differences in Reported Practice of Behaviors Related to Defining the School
Mission, Managing Instructional Programs, and Developing a Positive School
Learning Climate Based on District Setting
With regard to differences in reported frequency of behaviors based on district
setting, the mean of each leadership dimension was calculated based on the district
setting (see Table 4.21). Principals in rural and urban/suburban districts reported the same
frequency in all three dimensions.
Table 4. 21
Mean and Standard Deviations of Dimensions by District Setting
Rurala
M
SD
4.1
0.4
4.1
0.4

Dimension
Defining the school mission
Managing instructional programs
Developing a positive school learning
climate
a
n = 24
bn

3.8

Ubran/suburbanb
M
SD
4.1
0.6
4.1
0.6

0.4

3.8

0.4

= 27
Next, a Friedman one-way ANOVA by ranks test was conducted to determine if

differences existed in the frequency of reported behaviors across the three dimensions for
principals by setting group (e.g., rural or urban/suburban; see Table 4.22). There was a
statistically significant difference in the frequency of behaviors across the three
dimensions for principlas in rural districts (p = .006). There was no statistically
significant difference for principals in urban/suburban districts (p = .157).

93

Table 4. 22
Friedman's One-Way ANOVA of Dimensions by District Setting
District setting
Rural
Urban/suburban
*p < .05

N
24
27

Chi-square
10.31
3.70

df
2
2

Sig. (2-tailed)
.006*
.157

The next step was to explore the differences found for principals in rural districts.
Post hoc analysis using the Wilcoxon signed rank test was conducted without a
Bonferroni correction (see Table 4.23). After a Bonferroni correction was applied, p <
.017, the post hoc test indicated a statistically significant difference between Developing
a Positive Learning Climate and Managing Instructional Programs (p = 0.004). There
was also a statistically significant difference between Developing a Positive Learning
Climate and Defining the School Mission (p = .002).
Table 4. 23
Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test of PIMRS Dimensions in Rural Districts
Dimension 1- dimension 2
Developing a positive school learning climate-defining the
school mission
Developing a positive school learning climate-managing
instructional programs
Defining the school mission-managaing instructional
programs
aBased on positive ranks.
bBased

on negative ranks.

*p < .017, after a Bonferroni adjustment
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Z
-03.03a

Sig. (2-tailed)
.002*

-2.92a

.004*

-3.37b

.736

Research Question 3 Results
RQ3: What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five

high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the school
mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning
climate?
H03: There is no relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five
high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the school
mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning
climate.
To answer this question, Spearman's rank correlation, rho, was computed to
explore the relationship between the rankings of the importance of the high-quality PD
factors and the reported frequency of behaviors within the three dimensions of
instructional leadership across PIMRS. Tables 4.24 - 4.26 show the qualitative and
quantitative descriptions of the relationships between the five high-quality PD factors and
the three dimensions of instructional leadership. There was no statistical significance
between the rankings of the importance of the five high-quality PD factors and the
reported frequency of behaviors within the three dimensions of instructional leadership.
The null hypothesis was retained.
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Table 4. 24
Relationship Between Defining School Mission and High-quality PD Factors
Variables
Defining the school mission - coherent
Defining the school mission – job-embedded
Defining the school mission – collaborative
Defining the school mission - duration
Defining the school mission - focused

Strength
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak

Direction
Positive
Positive
Negative
Positive
Positive

rs
.110
.057
-.259
.109
.071

Sig. (2-tailed)
.471
.712
.085
.475
.642

Table 4. 25
Relationship Between Managing Instructional Programs and High-quality PD Factors
96

Variables
Managing instructional programs- coherent
Managing instructional programs – job-embedded
Managing instructional programs – collaborative
Managing instructional programs - duration
Managing instructional programs - focused

Strength
Weak
Very weak
Weak
Very weak
Very weak

Direction
Positive
Positive
Negative
Positive
Negative

rs
.275
.113
-.243
.044
-.050

Sig. (2-tailed)
.068
.461
.108
.772
.746

Table 4. 26
Relationships Between Developing Learning Climate and High-quality PD Factors
Variables
Developing a positive school learning climate - coherent
Developing a positive school learning climate – job-embedded
Developing a positive school learning climate – collaborative
Developing a positive school learning climate - duration
Developing a positive school learning climate - focused

Strength
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak
Very weak

Direction
Positive
Positive
Negative
Positive
Negative

rs
.067
.056
-.074
.085
-.054

Sig. (2-tailed)
.662
.713
.628
.580
.722
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Summary
This study explored the relationship between the principals’ reported frequency of
instructional leadership behaviors within the three dimensions identified by PIMRS, and
the rankings of importance given to the five high-quality PD factors. The three research
questions addressed principals' rankings of the importance of the five high-quality PD
factors, principals' reported frequency of behaviors in each of the three instructional
leadership dimensions of the PIMRS, and the relationships between the rankings of
importance of the PD factors and the reported frequency of behaviors in the three
instructional leadership dimensions. Each question was further explored based on
demographic variables of district setting (rural and urban/suburban) and experience (1-9
years and 10 or more years).
Overall, there was a statistically significant difference in principals’ rankings of
importance of the high-quality PD factors for the first research question. The rankings of
importance for coherence were lower than focus, duration, and job-embedded in
developing school PD. The second research question shows a statistically significant
difference in principals' reported frequency instructional leadership behaviors across the
three dimensions of PIMRS. Principals reported practicing instructional leadership
behaviors in Defining the School Mission statistically significantly more frequently than
in Developing a Positive School Learning Climate. Principals also reported practicing
instructional leadership behaviors in Managing Instructional Programs statistically
significantly more frequently than the behaviors related to Developing a Positive School
Learning Climate. Results for the final research question show no significant relationship
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between the rankings of importance of the high-quality PD factors and the reported
frequency of instructional leadership behaviors across the three dimensions of PIMRS.
Chapter 5 presents the discussion of the results of the study, conclusions, and
recommendations for future study and research. The discussion will include a summary
of the results and interpretations. Limitations will also be discussed in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
This chapter provides a summary of the study, interpretations, discussion of the
results presented in Chapter 4, implications for practice, and recommendations for further
research. The summary includes the purpose of the study, restates the research questions,
reviews methods used to collect and analyze the data, and summary of the findings.
Interpretations and discussion of the results describe how the findings of each research
question fit into the literature discussed in Chapter 2, as well as new research. It also
describes how findings from research question three fit into the conceptual framework
discussed and the lens through which the study is viewed. Limitations of the study are
included.
Summary of the Study
As mentioned in previous chapters, this study aimed to explore the relationship
between principals' reported practicing instructional leadership behaviors related to
defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive
school learning climate and their rankings of the importance of five high-quality
professional development (PD) factors. The principals' reported behaviors related to
defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive
school learning climate were identified using the Principal Management Rating Scale
(PIMRS) (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The rankings of the importance of high-quality PD
factors from most important to least important were measured by a ranking question within
the survey instrument. Additionally, this study further investigated whether the
demographic variables, experience (i.e., 1-9 years of experience, ten or more years of
experience), and district setting (i.e., rural, urban/suburban) affected the frequency of
100

reported behaviors and how principals ranked the importance of the high-quality PD
factors. There were statistically significant differences in how principals ranked the
importance of the PD factors and the frequency they reported practicing instructional
leadership behaviors; no statistically significant relationships were found between the
reported behaviors and rankings of the importance of PD factors.
School culture and climate have been important topics in educational reform and
policy discussions. The 2015 reauthorization of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
placed more emphasis on the role of the principal as an instructional leader in developing
professional capital in schools. Principals have been tasked with changing the learning
culture to help better develop teachers and improve student learning outcomes
(Wieczorek, 2017; Youngs & King, 2002). Research studies have identified improved
teachers' capacities' effects on student learning outcomes. Various studies have explored
the degree to which PD has been effective in enhancing teacher efficacy and capacity
(Ilgan, Aktan, & Uztemur, 2022; Jacob et al., 2017; Noonan, 2019) as well as student
learning outcomes (Garet et al., 2001). Research has also focused on the effects of PD on
teachers and student learning outcomes and the effects of principals as instructional
leaders as change agents for the school. However, more research is needed on the
principal's effect of developing effective PD to create an improved learning culture.
This study used a correlational approach to add to the literature by exploring the
relationship between the reported frequency of the behaviors related to defining the
school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate and the rankings of the importance of high-quality PD factors. The
instructional leadership behaviors related to Defining the School Mission, Managing the
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Instructional Programs, and Developing a Positive School Learning Climate are
dimensions adopted from the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS)
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The five high-quality PD factors, job-embedded,
collaborative, coherent, duration, and focused, were measured by asking principals to
rank the factors from most to least important. By exploring the relationship between these
variables, potential linkages can be made to help further studies in understanding how
principal behaviors might influence the implementation and development of PD. The
following research questions guided this study:
1. How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD factors
(i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing
their school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and
district setting?
2. To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors
related to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and
developing a positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience
and district setting?
3. What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five
high-quality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and
focus) and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the
school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school
learning climate?

102

Summary of Methodology
The research design for this study was correlational (see Chapter 3). The data
were collected via Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) survey. Responses from 51
elementary or combined K-12 school principals across the United States were used for
analysis. The survey was distributed via email. The population of principals included in
the study was identified through an online Market Data Retrieval (MDR) database. Along
with a cover letter, the email included an anonymous link generated via Qualtrics.
The survey included three sections: (a) demographic questions, (b) a section
adopted from Hallinger and Murphy's (1987) PIMRS questionnaire, and (c) one question
asking participants to rank the importance of five high-quality PD factors from most to
least important. Demographic questions were included to capture the participants'
experience and setting. The survey was self-reported and captured principals' reported
practicing of instructional leadership behaviors. Using a 50 five-point Likert scale, the
PIMRS portion of the survey measured the principals' reports of frequency they practiced
instructional leadership behaviors associated with the three dimensions: Defining the
School Mission, Managing the Instructional Programs, and Developing a Positive School
Learning Climate. The survey asked principals to rank the importance of characteristics
of five high-quality PD factors: job-embedded, duration, collaborative, coherent, and
focused. Definitions of the factors were used to decrease the likelihood of principals
choosing the terms they think should be ranked higher than others.
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to answer the first two research
questions. Data were further analyzed based on subgroups, i.e., experience and district
setting. Specifically, the frequency, mean, mode, and standard deviation were calculated
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for the first research question concerning principals' rankings of the importance of the
high-quality PD factors. The Friedman test (one-way ANOVA) was computed to test for
statistical significance in the differences in how principals ranked the importance of the
PD factors. The mean, minimum, maximum, and standard deviation were calculated for
the second research question to determine the behaviors principals report using in each
instructional leadership dimension. The Friedman test was computed to test the statistical
significance of the difference in principals' reported behaviors in the three dimensions.
Post hoc tests were computed accordingly for research questions one and two.
Concerning the third research question, an associational statistic, Spearman's rank-order
correlation coefficient, or rho, was calculated to establish a relationship between the
reported behaviors related to defining the school mission, managing instructional
programs, and developing a positive school learning climate and the ranked level of
importance of the five PD factors.
Summary and Discussion of Results
Research Question 1
How do elementary school principals rank the importance of high-quality PD factors
(duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) when developing their
school-based PD? Do rankings of importance differ based on experience and district
setting?
Summary
Using the median to order rankings from most to least important when developing
school-based PD, principals ranked duration and focus at the highest level of importance,
followed by job-embedded and collaborative, then coherence. Across rankings, there was

104

a statistically significant difference in principals' ranking of importance, with coherence
ranked lower in importance compared to the factor's duration, focus, and job-embedded.
Differences in Rankings of Importance Based on Principal Experience. Based
on limited literature, it was anticipated that principals with 1-9 years of experience would
rank focused at the highest level of importance of the five factors, and principals with ten
or more years of experience would rank job-embedded at the highest level of importance.
Results indicated that principals with 1-9 years of experience ranked duration at the
highest level of importance, followed by focus, and principals with ten or more years of
experience ranked focused at the highest level of importance, followed by duration. The
order of level of importance as ranked by both groups was job-embedded and
collaborative, followed by coherence. Between the importance rankings of each group,
there was a statistically significant difference in principals with 1-9 years of experience,
with a higher ranking of importance for duration compared to the importance ranking of
coherence. No statistically significant difference was found between rankings of
importance for principals with ten or more years of experience.
Differences in Rankings of Importance Based on District Setting. It was
anticipated that principals in rural districts would rank focus at a higher level of
importance than the other factors, and principals in urban/suburban district settings would
rank coherence at a higher level of importance than the other four factors. The results
indicated that principals in rural districts ranked duration at the highest level of
importance, followed by focused, job-embedded and collaborative, with coherence
ranked at the lowest level of importance. Principals in urban/suburban district settings
ranked focused at the highest level of importance, followed by duration, job-embedded,
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and collaborative, then coherence. Between the importance rankings of each group, there
was a statistically significant difference in rankings for principals from rural districts,
with a higher ranking of importance for duration compared to the ranking of importance
for coherence. No statistically significant difference was found between rankings of
importance for principals in urban/suburban districts.
Discussion
All five factors of high-quality PD used in this study have been studied
extensively as a means for helping to improve teacher capacity (Borko et al., 2010; Garet
et al., 2001; Guskey, 2003; Kuijpers et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2010; Yoon et al., 2007).
However, there is disagreement in the field about the level of effectiveness of the
individual factors or the impact these PD factors have on teacher learning.
A study by Ingvarson et al. (2005) suggested that focused, job-embedded, and
duration had the most consistent impact on effective PD, identifying the importance of
collaboration within the process. Similarly, Brown and Militello (2016) reported that
principals strongly believed effective PD elements are embedded in daily instructional
practices sustained over time, focused on instruction and curriculum with opportunities to
collaborate.
Research suggests the alignment of PD to curriculum, content standards, and daily
lessons is linked to the successful implementation of practice (Desimone & Pak, 2017;
Penul et al., 2007). Programs with a stronger emphasis on coherence significantly impact
teacher practice and effectiveness (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden, 2007).
Coherence is how the learning experiences are built on prior teacher knowledge and how
well they are aligned with learning standards (Garet et al., 2001; Nawab et al., 2021).
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Though considered an essential factor in PD, coherence has been challenging to provide
(Borko et al., 2004; Newmann et al., 2001). A study by Wieczorek (2017) reported
results that indicated principals reported lower levels of alignment between professional
development, standards, and district-level goals. Providing coherent PD requires a
tremendous amount of planning and time, as well as cost, that many schools may still
need (Garet et al., 2001). Youngs & King (2002) reported principals' lack of participation
in their PD, instead believing their role as principals was to seek a variety of innovations
to support their diverse staff, undermined program coherence. Additionally, Brazer and
Bauer (2013) discussed the issue of the need for more coherent principal preparation
programs.
The rankings of the importance of PD factors in this study supported research on
each factor's critical role in developing effective PD. In addition, the equal rankings of
the importance of duration and focus, as well as job-embedded and collaboration, support
the literature suggesting that no single factor is more impactful than others in developing
effective PD. However, the significantly lower ranking of the importance of coherence
than the other factors pose a problem regarding the effectiveness of PD in developing
teacher learning. Coherence is vital in PD, as it provides clear direction on what is
expected of the teachers in the teaching and learning process. Coherence keeps the focus
of the PD on student outcomes by connecting the teachers' experiences, teaching skills,
and standards for a greater understanding of the content to help improve students'
learning. When PD is not coherent, it is not connected to prior learning and can become a
disjointed one-stop workshop. One possible explanation for the lower ranking of
importance for coherence could be a misunderstanding of the role coherence plays in PD.
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Another possible explanation is that districts might push initiatives that compete with the
principal's priorities, leading to gaps in PD alignment that do not support the school's
specific goals. Lastly, the need for more time to plan and support the alignment of PD to
prior experiences and content may impact the ability to implement coherent PD
effectively.
Principal Experience and Rankings of Importance. When norms and beliefs
within the school are not recognized, program coherence is challenged by incoming
principals (Youngs & King, 2002). A study by Keith (2011) found that principals with 15 years of experience reported a stronger desire for PD training in coaching and guiding
teachers in continually improving their academic knowledge and practice. Similarly, Cray
and Weiler (2011) found that new principals needed a better understanding of best
instructional practices and research-based curricula.
In this study, principals with 1-9 years of experience ranked coherence
significantly lower than duration. There are several reasons why this may have occurred.
A recent study by Bauer and Silver (2018) suggests self-efficacy of a principal is related
to enhanced school improvement. Similarly, Fisher (2014) found that principal selfefficacy is highest in the first year as a principal, drops to the lowest level between six to
ten years of experience, and begins to rise after ten years of experience. Self-efficacy
extends to establishing clear goals and direction for the principal (McBrayer et al., 2020).
Principals with clear goals and direction and strong instructional program coherence
within their schools can improve student achievement (Bros & Schecter, 2022; Newmann
et al., 2001). In addition, they can integrate curriculum presented by the district into the
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school’s interests and values for more coherence and successful implementation (Bros &
Schecter, 2022).
Principals with 1-9 years of experience may also be uncertain about their ability
to effectively teach and assess student learning (Newmann et al., 2001). Another
explanation could be that principals with 1-9 years of experience need more time to
develop their understanding of teachers' prior experience, align those to standards and
school goals, and effectively support the teachers' practice. Winning staff acceptance is
an overwhelming task (Newmann et al., 2001) that may be considered a non-priority.
Lastly, principals with this amount of experience may be affected more by district
initiatives that disrupt the coherence of the school's program.
District Setting and Rankings of Importance. Patton et al. (2015) note that the
viewpoints on the characteristics of effective PD can differ depending on the context and
school culture. District initiatives and directives can impact the principals' perceived
ability to build their teachers' capacity in a coordinated and focused way by having
competing priorities (Ford et al., 2020). Wieczorek (2017) found that principals who
work in urban contexts reported an increase in PD alignment to standards, school and
district goals, student outcomes, and resources, while those from rural schools reported
low levels of alignment. In addition to a lack of support and resources, principals in rural
districts reported that their highest need for PD was improving staff and student
performance (Stewart & Matthews, 2015).
The principals' rankings of the importance of the five PD factors in this study
align with the research. Additionally, in this study, principals in rural districts reported a
significant difference between the importance rankings of coherence and duration;
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specifically, coherence was ranked lower in importance than duration. The low ranking
of the importance of coherence is worrisome, as a lack of coherence in PD efforts can
hinder teachers' understanding of the content for student outcomes. These lower rankings
of importance for coherence than duration could be due to a perceived need for
additional resources (time, money, materials) to effectively align PD to the current
curriculum and teaching practices within a district. For principals in rural districts, who
often must take multiple roles within their community and school, they may not have the
time needed to sufficiently plan coherent PD.
Research Question 2
To what degree do principals report practicing instructional leadership behaviors related
to defining the school mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a
positive school learning climate? Do these differ based on experience and district setting?
Summary
Using the mean to determine the extent to which principals report practicing
instructional leadership behaviors, principals reported a high level of frequency
practicing instructional leadership behaviors in the dimension of Defining the School
Mission and Managing Instructional Programs, followed by those in the dimension of
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate. Across the three dimensions, there was a
statistically significant difference between the reported practice of behaviors within
dimensions, with behaviors in the Developing a Positive School Learning Climate
dimension reported being used less frequently than those in the Defining the School
Mission and Managing Instructional Programs dimensions.
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Differences in Instructional Leadership Behaviors Based on Principal
Experience. While it was anticipated that principals with 1-9 years would report higher
frequency of practicing behaviors related to Managing Instructional Programs, principals
with ten or more years of experience would report a higher frequency of practicing
behaviors related to Defining a Positive School Learning Climate. In this study principals
across both groups reported practicing behaviors most frequently in the dimensions of
Defining the School Mission and Managing Instructional Programs. There was a
statistically significant difference in the frequency of reported behaviors across the
dimensions for principals with 1-9 years of experience, with less frequent use of
behaviors in the dimension of Developing a Positive School Learning Climate compared
to the other two dimensions. No statistically significant difference was found between the
reported frequency of behaviors for principals with 10 or more years of experience.
Differences in Instructional Leadership Behaviors Based on District Setting.
Based on research, it was anticipated that principals in rural districts would report higher
frequency of behaviors in the dimension of Defining the School Mission and principals in
urban/suburban districts would report higher frequency of behaviors in the dimension of
Managing Instructional Programs. This was not supported by this study’s findings, as no
differences were found between the two groups. Within the group of principals from rural
district settings, there was a statistically significant difference in principals' reported
frequency of behaviors, with a lower frequency of behaviors in the dimension of
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate compared to the other two dimensions.
No statistically significant difference was found in the frequency of reported behaviors
with the three dimensions for principals in urban/suburban district settings.
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Discussion
Instructional leadership influences the direction of the school, organization of the
learning environment, and development of teaching and learning (Hallinger, 2018;
Wieczorek, 2017). Though different leadership strategies may be necessary for different
schools' contexts, there are specific functions that apply across most schools (Hallinger,
2018).
Managing Instructional Programs includes organizing high-quality learning,
monitoring student progress, developing the quality of teaching and learning, and
fostering success through constant adjustments (Hallinger, 2003, 2018). Defining the
School Misson includes communicating the goals (Hallinger, 2018). Leithwood et al.
(2008) noted the importance of goal setting and its more significant direct relationship
with student outcomes than other dimensions of leadership. Similarly, Porter et al. (2008)
reported that having a shared vision is essential for student success. A mission involves
clear goals and direction for the school (Sun & Leithwood, 2015). Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate includes the school culture, developing staff and student
learning, and structuring the school to support learning (Hallinger, 2018). Though
considered necessary, Hallinger (2018) notes that changing a culture is complex and can
take several years. Similarly, Nehz and Blossing (2022) have reported on the difficulties
and challenges for school leaders to transform school culture.
The reported high levels of practicing behaviors related to defining the school
mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning
climate supported the literature about these instructional leadership behaviors are
common across all school contexts (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). In addition, the

112

discrepancies in the relative frequency of practicing behaviors supported the findings
from previous PIMRS studies that depending on the organization, the extent to which
principals practice behaviors is different (Robinson et al., 2008). However, the
significantly lower reported behaviors of principals associated with Developing a Positive
School Climate compared to the other dimensions could impact how they develop
effective PD to improve the professional capital of their schools. This dimension is where
PD is nested as a function for principals to perform and promote teacher development.
One explanation for the lower relative strength in this dimension is the difficulty in
developing and promoting effective PD when there are no one-size-fits-all solutions, and
PD often follows this pattern. Another explanation is that principal preparation programs
focus more on managing the principal role and less on developing a learning culture for
school improvement. Lastly, with the management of a building and professional capital
within, principals may need more time to perform the functions within this dimension
effectively and continuously.
Principal Experience and Instructional Leadership Behaviors. Consistent
with other studies using the PIMRS (Hao et al., 2018; McBrayer et al., 2020) regarding
experience related to the reported frequency of instructional leadership behaviors. no firm
conclusions can be drawn. However, principals with less experience reported a lower
frequency of behaviors associated with Developing a Positive School Learning Climate.
This lower relative frequency could be problematic when developing effective,
sustainable PD to improve a school's learning culture. Existing cultures in schools can
impede the progress of a new principal in transforming a school (Nehz & Blossing,
2022), thus it is important that incoming principals are aware of shared norms and values
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within their organization (Youngs & King, 2002), and tread carefully when seeking to
change school culture (Hallinger, 2018). New principals also might be more worried
about the managerial aspect of the role than performing duties associated with
instructional leaders (Spillane & Lee, 2014). Principals with less experience may still
need to understand the dynamics of the many different layers within a school
organization. They could struggle to perform all roles associated with an instructional
leader.
District Setting and Instructional Leadership Behaviors. Consistent with other
studies using the PIMRS (Hao et al, 2018; Hallinger et al., 1994; Hallinger et al., 2013;
Hallinger, 2018) district settings did not relate to the frequency of behaviors associated
with an instructional leader. However, principals in rural districts reported a lower
frequency of behaviors associated with Developing a Positive School Learning Climate
compared to the other dimensions. This lower relative frequency could be problematic
when developing effective PD to improve teachers' capacity by promoting a positive
school climate. Rural principals lack the staff to depend on for professional support
(Steward & Matthews, 2015) and must play multiple roles within the school organization
(O’Shea & Zuckerman, 2022), thus principals in rural districts must be aware of the
networks in surrounding districts and online resources that can support them in leadership
capacities that impact PD. Acting in multiple roles, principals in rural districts may need
more time to perform the functions associated with this dimension. Principals in rural
districts are also more susceptible to the demands placed on them by organizational and
community contexts (O’Shea & Zuckerman, 2022), and need to be aware of the clear
goals of the community to better align them with the school.
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Research Question 3
What is the relationship between principals' rankings of the importance of the five highquality PD factors (i.e., duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus)
and the reported instructional leadership behaviors related to defining the school mission,
managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning climate?
Summary
No relationship was found between the rankings of importance of the five highquality PD factors and reported behaviors of principals related to defining the school
mission, managing instructional programs, and developing a positive school learning
climate.
Discussion
The conceptual framework used in this study was based on a hypothesis that the
higher the ranking of the importance of PD factors, the higher the frequency of use of
behaviors reported by principals within the three dimensions of instructional leadership
(Figure 5.1). The anticipated results were based on the literature on the importance of
high-quality PD, and influential instructional leaders were necessary to develop a
sustainable learning culture.
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Figure 5. 1
Conceptual Model
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Based on the different principal theories used in creating the conceptual
framework for this study, values connected to effective principals were associated with
the three instructional leadership dimensions. These three dimensions were then
associated with specific high-quality PD factors based on the behaviors and functions
within the dimension. In other words, the PD factors are connected to functions nested
within each dimension.
The lack of a relationship between the PD factors and the instructional leadership
behaviors of the three dimensions did not support the anticipated relationships as
articulated in the proposed conceptual framework. Managing Instructional Programs and
Defining the School Mission reported the highest frequency level of behaviors in the three
dimensions. Managing Instructional Programs includes the knowledge of curriculum,
assessments, and pedagogy skills. However, coherence was ranked the lowest in terms of
the importance of the five PD factors. In addition, no relationship was found between
behaviors related to Developing a Positive School Learning Climate and any of the five
PD factors. Several things may have contributed to these findings. Educational reforms
and policies have emphasized the necessity of PD to develop teacher capacity to improve
student learning outcomes (Bros & Schecter, 2022; Hirsh, 2016; Newmann et al., 2001).
There may be a gap between new research around the policies and how principal
preparation programs and districts support principals in gaining the knowledge and skill
set needed to support the new reforms and policies.
The higher frequency of behaviors in Managing Instructional Programs could
suggest that principals view their role as a manager to be more attainable than an
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instructional leader (Hallinger & Wang, 2015; Medford & Brown, 2022). There may be a
discrepancy in the effectiveness of evaluations that center around this dimension. More
training and support to implement effective evaluations and feedback may impact
principals' decision-making when developing relevant PD (Goldring et al, 2012;
Hallinger, 2018). Principal preparation programs, districts, and educational organizations
may not be teaching and promoting the effective use of evaluations when following
policies of evaluation systems (Bros & Schecter, 2022). In other words, principals may
perceive performing the behaviors associated with this dimension but need to find value
in the data accumulated to use it to make decisions.
Additionally, the dimension of Managing Instructional Programs focuses on
curriculum. The lack of a relationship between this dimension and PD factors of
coherence and focus could suggest that principals delegate the coordination of curricula
to teacher leaders or other administrators. In sum, principals may be aware of the
curriculum within the school and consider the behaviors related to this dimension to be
practiced more often through teacher evaluation, classroom walk throughs, and school
wide PD. However, when developing PD, if the evaluations used for teacher performance
and student progress are not understood or lack clarity (Hallinger, 2018), it poses a
problem for the coherence and focus of the PD (Newmann et al., 2001).
The lack of relationship between behaviors related to Developing a Positive
School Learning Climate and the rankings of importance of job-embedded, collaborative,
and duration could suggest the time constraints placed on principals to perform other
functions unrelated to the development of teacher efficacy. There may be issues within
the district's bargaining contract that prevent principals from allocating specific
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timeframes for collaboration, practice, and discussion. Additionally, these three factors of
high-quality PD may not be specifically supported by all 25 identified behaviors within
this dimension.
The Role of Coherence in Professional Development
In the literature, coherence appears to play a critical role in successful PD efforts
(Birman et al., 2000; Desimone & Pak, 2017; Desimone-Hammond & Baratz-Snowden,
2007; Fullan & Quinn, 2016; Newmann et al., 2001; Penul et al., 2007). However,
principals identified coherence as the least important PD factor in this study. According
to Fullan and Quinn (2016), coherence is defined as “the shared depth of understanding
about the nature of the work” (p. 30). The concept of coherence is critical, and leaders
who want to make positive and sustainable changes focused on student learning require
coherence-making (Fullan & Kirtman, 2019). To better understand the role of coherence
in professional development, Fullan and Quinn’s (2016) Coherence Framework, as well
as Kirtman’s “7 Competencies of Highly Effective Leaders,” can be helpful (Kirtman &
Fullan, 2015).
The Coherence Framework
The Coherence Framework (Figure 5.2) includes four interactive components,
also known as drivers (Fullan & Quinn, 2016). The first component is focusing direction,
which includes building a common purpose. This includes limiting the number of
initiatives or goals within a school so leaders can build a strategy to move to action. The
second component is cultivating collaborative culture, which helps build the capacity to
make a change and move toward action. A culture that embraces change can help ensure
solutions to problems come from the organization’s stakeholders. The third component is
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deepening learning, to accelerate learning and embrace innovation. This includes a
critical look at how the instructional practices used within the classroom impact the
students. Finally, the fourth component is securing accountability, whereby leaders build
the capacity of those within the school to take personal and collective responsibility.
Figure 5. 2
The Coherence Framework (Fullan & Quinn, 2016, p. 12)
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The 7 Competencies of Highly Effective Leaders
Based on the Coherence Framework, Fullan and Kirtman (2019) used a set of
skills and competencies required for leadership to develop and maintain coherence.
Kirtman identified seven competencies leaders need to create the culture that leads to
sustainable results (Kirtman & Fullan, 2015). Like the PIMRS Instructional Leadership
Framework hierarchy, the "7 Competencies of Highly Effective Leaders" has
competencies shared among effective leaders. Principals that develop these competencies
create conditions of excellence to drive cultural change for success, determining whether
a new program will work (Kirtman & Fullan, 2015). Within each competency are specific
skills and behaviors that focus on the individual leader (Kirtman & Fullan, 2015) that
would later make up the leadership core of the Coherence Framework (Fullan & Kirtman,
2019). The first competency is challenges the status quo and requires principals not to be
compliant and take risks, innovate to get results and challenge traditional practices that do
not lend themselves to improvement. The second competency is builds trust through
clear communication and expectations. The principal must gain support through data
transparency, follow through on commitments, clarify concerns, and deal with conflict.
The third competency creates a commonly owned plan for success, mobilizes the whole
staff through buy-in, measured goals and short- and long-term plans, and monitors and
adjusts plans. The fourth competency focuses on team over self and connects to capacity
building and teamwork of the whole school. Competency five has a high sense of
urgency for improving student achievement, moves forward with initiatives quickly but is
also flexible to adjust based on new data. Competency six is a commitment to continuous
improvement for self and organization, which requires developing skills and self-
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management to learn from others and improve themselves. Lastly, competency seven,
which builds external networks and partnerships, requires principals to find the time to
develop partnerships, access new ideas, and problem-solve with others beyond the school
walls.
The competencies are needed for coherence-making to connect individual
leadership and organizational effectiveness (Fullan & Kirtman, 2019). These skills and
competencies are nested within specific components of the Coherence Framework
(Figure 5.3). When accountability is high, it is essential to ensure that the school's goals
are clear and coherent (Fullan & Kirtman, 2019).
Figure 5. 3
Linking the Coherence Framework Components and the Seven Competencies (Fullan &
Kirtman, 2019, p. 6)
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Aligning Instructional Leadership Behaviors and PD Factors
There are similarities between instructional leader behaviors as presented in the
PIMRS and the competencies of highly effective leaders as presented in the Coherence
Framework. The focus of this study was on the three dimensions of instructional
leadership as defined by the PIMRS and did not include analysis at the function (i.e.,
subscale) or individual behavior levels. Based on the results of this study, an in-depth
exploration of the 50 behaviors included in the PIMRS was undertaken using the
Coherence Framework to determine if and how these behaviors aligned with the five PD
factors (i.e., coherence, job-embedded, collaborative, duration, focused). The cross-walk
of the behaviors, functions and dimensions is presented in Figure 5.4. Overall, 29 of the
50 behaviors included in the PIMRS aligned with one or more PD factors. These
behaviors fell under seven of the ten functions and all three of the dimensions included in
the scale. No behaviors nested under the functions Maintain High Visibility, Provides
Incentives for Teachers, and Provides Incentives for Learning were aligned with PD
factors. Three of the ten subscales are nested within the Developing a Positive School
Learning Climate dimension. Interestingly, in this study, principals reported the lowest
frequency of behaviors within these functions. Individually, the 29 behaviors aligned
with one to a combination of three different PD factors, with all 29 behaviors aligning
with the PD factor coherence.
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Figure 5. 4
Alignment of PD Factors and Instructional Leadership Behaviors

124

PD and Instructional Leader Behaviors Examined through a Sociocultural Lens
The sociocultural theory lens in which this study is conducted complements the
updated view of the PD factors linking to specific instructional leadership behaviors.
Specifically, the role coherence plays as a link across seven of the ten instructional
leadership functions and behaviors. Principals are tasked with developing teacher
capacity to improve student learning outcomes. Effective PD has been linked to
improving the capacity of teachers (Borko, 2004; Darling-Hammond, 2010), and
principals influence the quality of PD provided (Youngs & King, 2002). As discussed,
specific values associated with principals' roles in PD may help establish a school
learning culture. The culture and environment in which teachers and principals work
affect their interactions and the emphasis placed on specific foci (Hallinger, 2018; Nehez
& Blessing, 2022). The interactions around a specific activity help internalize the
learning through artifacts (e.g., student work, data) (Jeong et al., 2022). Having
coherence be centered within so many behaviors provide the activity's clarity and focus to
all participants (Eun, 2019; Shabani, 2016).
School culture reflects the organization's thinking and behavior (Atasoy, 2020). A
culture of continuous learning in schools is part of the principal's role as a leader (Knapp
et al., 2003; Kose, 2009; Marzano et al., 2005). High-quality, effective PD is associated
with improved continuous learning and can change the attitudes and beliefs of teachers
(Desimone, 2009; Whitworth & Chiu, 2015). The characteristics of high-quality PD were
previously discussed. Though no single characteristic impacts effective PD more than the
others, the rankings of the importance of coherence was than the other factors. Principals
develop quality PD to improve teachers' capacity and create a learning culture. Using a
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sociocultural lens to view the study suggested that the socialization and environment of
the school and its staff focused on a coherent program are essential in developing
effective PD to sustain a learning climate.
Implications for Practice
Little research connects each PD to measurable outcomes (Goldring et al., 2012).
Although the findings from this study did not illicit the anticipated results, they did
explore potential implications for action regarding instructional leadership and PD.
Principal Preparation Programs
Although principals indicated strengths and an ability to manage the instructional
programs and define the school's goals, they indicated lower relative strength in creating
a learning climate. Research points to the culture of a school playing a more significant
role in student learning outcomes and teacher capacity. This difference suggests that
principals must receive the appropriate resources and practice to be prepared to change
schools' cultures through effective PD. To support today's instructional leaders in
improving school climate, colleges and universities with preparation programs need to
actively restructure their curriculum to include functions associated with developing the
learning climate. There needs to be more coherence between hypothetical theories and
practice. Ranking coherence lower than the other factors also provides colleges and
universities with the role of supporting principals in their programs to gain knowledge of
PK-12 pedagogical content. The principal preparation programs need to create more
opportunities for aspiring principals to be involved in different-level classes and learn
how to develop and implement effective PD to develop teachers' capacities.
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Professional Development Policies
Although there are clear guidelines for developing effective PD, this study's
findings indicated that principals might need to understand to what extent each factor
needs to be given priority in developing PD for this specific organization. Policies need
to be more specific about how PD is implemented within the district or school and the
outcome of effective PD. Additionally, this study discussed that principals might need
help understanding the terminology of PD factors. Policies at each school should outline
an umbrella of terminology for clear understanding for principals. With changing
initiatives, the terminology is constantly being revised for factors that are similar in
scope. Districts must develop policies for principals to follow to develop effective PD
specific to their schools. Districts need to make the accountability factor associated with
the PD known so principals can develop methods to support teachers in their learning.
Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations in this study that should be considered. First, the
response rate for the study was low. Several reasons could account for the low response
rate. The timing for request for participation occurred in March/April when many schools
across the nation were on spring break. The university's Institutional Review Board (IRB)
protocol allowed two reminder emails. Some principals indicated a need for IRB
approval from their district before completing the survey.
Second, data were obtained from a self-reported survey via an anonymous survey
link. The anonymity did not allow for follow-up questions or clarifications by
participants. Participants were not asked to write in or describe in detail their current PD
programs. Additionally, the survey instrument in this study did not collect demographic
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information regarding participants' level of education and gender. In contrast, other
studies using the PIMRS questionnaire included these demographic questions to allow for
further analysis (Hallinger et al., 2016).
Third, the PIMRS questionnaire has three forms (i.e., teacher form, principal
form, and supervisor form) that are to be used in tandem for the best representation of the
principals' frequency of leadership behaviors (Hallinger & Murphy, 1995). This study
used the principal form and did not consider the teachers' and supervisors' reports on the
principals' behaviors.
Fourth, participants were forced to rank the importance of five PD factors from
most to least important, without opportunities to explain their rankings or explore
intervals between levels of importance assigned to each PD factor.
Lastly, the principals' self-efficacy was not measured. Belief about one's
capabilities, or self-efficacy, is an essential stimulant of motivation, action, and affect
(Bandura, 1989). Principals' self-efficacy has been found to have significant relationships
with several dimensions of school leadership (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008) and a positive
relationship with instructional leadership behaviors (Hallinger, 2018). Higher selfefficacy enables principals to create clear directions and their capacity to influence the
school's learning outcomes (Gusmus & Bellibas, 2020). Though loosely aligned with
coherence and providing clear direction (Bros & Schecter, 2022), self-efficacy was not a
factor measured in this study.
Recommendations for Further Study
This study adds to the literature regarding relationships between five high-quality
PD factors and principals’ self-reported instructional leadership behaviors in three
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dimensions (i.e., Defining the School Mission, Managing the Instructional Programs, and
Developing a Positive School Learning Climate). There are areas where additional
research is needed to explore the relationship between principals' instructional leadership
behaviors and their development of high-quality PD.
After examining the subscales and individual behaviors within each of the PIMRS
dimensions, this study could be extended in several ways. First, through an exploration of
the relationship between rankings of the importance of the PD factors and the reported
behaviors at the subscale and behavior level. This will help identify specific behaviors
associated with factors of high-quality PD.
Second, using Fullan and Quinn’s Coherence Framework, an examination of how
Kirtman’s competencies within the coherence framework relate to behaviors in the
PIMRS aligned with coherence, as presented in Figure 5.3.
Conclusion
The lack of a relationship between the three instructional leadership dimensions
and the five high-quality PD factors could be due to numerous reasons. Most notably, the
principals' reported frequency of instructional leadership behaviors in the three
dimensions may have yet to reflect their practice accurately. Although literature
involving effective PD characteristics (i.e., factors) are abundant, it could be argued that
principals need a more explicit example and understanding of how it looks in
implementation. After analysis and reflection, all factors are necessary to develop
effective PD. However, coherence is the one factor that could truly make or break the
quality of PD. This study reported a relative difference in the rankings of the importance
of high-quality PD factors, yet they were not related to the reported behaviors in
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instructional leadership dimensions. This lack of relationship agrees with Patton et al.'s
(2015) claims that there continues to be a one-size-fits-all workshop style PD that is not
relevant to teacher and student learning. It is challenging to provide coherence to teachers
when the PD is directed by outside influences with insufficient resources and time to
plan. Though this study provided evidence that instructional leadership may not be
necessary to develop effective, high-quality PD, it does provide behaviors that support
effective PD. In addition, the PD factor ranked the lowest in importance, and the behavior
with the relatively lowest frequency in the instructional leadership dimensions may be
critical to creating sustainable PD for school improvement and developing teachers'
capacities to improve student outcomes.
By exploring the relationship between reported practicing of instructional
leadership behaviors and high-quality PD factors, this study added to the literature
supporting instructional leadership behaviors and the importance of established PD
factors. The lack of a relationship between PD factors and leadership behaviors requires
further studies. Recommendations were made to guide those studies. In a time of
educational upheaval, developing teacher capacity is urgently needed. As instructional
leaders, principals must gain the knowledge and skills necessary to provide schools and
teachers with that support.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
First Email
Dear ${m://FirstName},
I am writing to ask for your help in a research study on exploring the relationship
between principal leadership behavior characteristics and prioritization of professional
development (PD) factors. I am conducting this research study in partial fulfillment of the
requirements to earn my doctoral degree in Educational Leadership from the University
of Kentucky. You are part of a random sample of principals that have been chosen to
complete this 25-minute survey, your email was collected from the MDR database. The
survey includes ranking the order of five PD factors and answering 50 questions that all
are on a 5-point Likert scale. I am looking for volunteers who have been in their principal
role for three years or more. Please review the attached cover letter about my study.
The questionnaire is short, only 51 questions, and should take about 25 minutes to
complete. To consent to participating in the study and to begin, simply click on this link:
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
Many principals have already shared how easy the survey is to take.
Participation in this study is anonymous. Your participation is voluntary, and you have
the right to ask any questions you may have about this research. If you have questions,
complaints, or concerns or believe you may have developed an issue related to this
research, contact Shelby Daeschner at (502) 417-7392. If you have questions regarding
your rights as a research participant or you have concerns or general questions about the
research, contact staff in the University of Kentucky (UK) Office of Research Integrity
(ORI) between the business hours of 8 am and 5 pm EST, Monday-Friday at 859-2579428 or toll-free at 1-866-400-9428.
Coverletterpimrs
Thank you,
Shelby Daeschner
University of Kentucky Doctoral Candidate
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix B
Cover Letter
Cover Letter
University of Kentucky
Title of Project: Exploring the Relationship Between Principals Leadership
Characteristics using PIMRS and the Prioritization of High-Quality PD Factors
Principal Investigator: Shelby Daeschner
Other Investigators: Dr. Beth Rous
INTRODUCTION
I am asking you to choose whether or not to volunteer for a research study about
leadership characteristics and the relationship with professional development factors. I
invite you to participate in a research study Exploring the Relationship Between
Principals Leadership Characteristics using PIMRS and the Prioritization of HighQuality PD Factors at the University of Kentucky. This study seeks to determine what
degree do elementary school principals prioritize high-quality PD factors (duration, jobembedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus) in developing their school-based PD.
And to what degree do elementary school principals perceive both their leadership
characteristics strengths to be using Principal Instructional Management Survey
(PIMRS). Do their leadership characteristics have a relationship with high-quality PD
factors (duration, job-embedded, coherence, collaboration, and focus)?

Taking part in this study is entirely voluntary. That means that you are not obligated to
participate in this research. We urge you to discuss any questions about this study with
our staff members before agreeing to participate. Take your time to make your decision.
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

You are being offered the opportunity to participate in this research study because you
are a school principal of pre-K to 6th grade with three or more years of experience at
the administration level. This research study is being done to explore the relationship
between school-based professional development design and implementation and that
of the principals’ leadership characteristics. There is plenty of research indicating factors
associated with high-quality, effective PD. Yet, there is a gap between designing PD with
the elements and the effectiveness of the PD. Leadership develops school-based PD, and
exploring the leaders’ perceptions of their leadership characteristics can help explore
how those characteristics may impact the design and implementation of high-quality
PD.
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VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Taking part in this research study is voluntary. You do not have to participate in this
research. If you choose to take part, you have the right to stop at any time. If you decide
not to participate, or if you choose to stop taking part in the research at a later date, there
will be no penalty to you.
PROCEDURES

The research procedures will be conducted at your place of choice. The study will be a
self-administered test that you can access from any electronic device that receives email
and internet capabilities. The total amount of time you will be asked to volunteer for this
study is 25 minutes over the next two weeks. If you choose to volunteer, you will be sent
a survey for you to complete. The survey contains 50-questions to answer that cover
leadership characteristic broken into ten subgroups. Each question is a 5-point Likert
scale question. At the end of the survey, you will prioritize five PD factors from most
important to least important when designing and implementing PD processes in your
school. When complete, you will hit submit.
TIME DURATION OF THE PROCEDURES AND STUDY

If you agree to participate in this study, your involvement will last approximately 25
minutes. These 25 minutes is the only time you will be asked to commit to this research.
RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS

There are no known risks associated with this study.
POTENTIAL BENEFITS

You will not benefit directly from taking part in this research study.
This research may guide future leadership development programs or lead to benefits for
future researchers.
PRIVACY AND SECURITY

Your research records reviewed, stored, and analyzed at the University of Kentucky will
be kept in a secured area on a password-protected external flash drive. Your response to
the survey is anonymous, which means the researcher will collect no names, IP addresses,
email addresses, or any other identifying information with the survey responses. We will
not know which answers are yours if you choose to participate.
The survey will be through an anonymous Qualtrics link. The researcher will make every
effort to safeguard your data. Still, as with anything online, we cannot guarantee data
security obtained via the Internet.
COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION
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You will not receive any compensation for being in this research study.
RESEARCH FUNDING

The institution and investigators are not receiving a grant to support this project.
The researcher will not reimburse the institution for using this site’s facilities and the
work the research staff does for this research.
CONTACT INFORMATION FOR QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS

You have the right to ask any questions you may have about this research. If you have
questions, complaints, concerns, or believe you may have developed an issue related to
this research, contact Shelby Daeschner at (502) 417-7392. If you have questions for the
faculty advisor guiding this research, contact Dr. Beth Rous at beth.rous@uky.edu. If you
have questions regarding your rights as a research participant or you have concerns or
general questions about the research, contact staff in the University of Kentucky (UK)
Office of Research Integrity (ORI) between the business hours of 8 am and 5 pm EST,
Monday-Friday at 859-257-9428 or toll-free at 1-866-400-9428.
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Appendix C
Second Email
Dear ${m://FirstName},
Earlier last week I sent an email to you asking for your participation in the PIMRS and
PD ranking survey.
I hope that providing you with a link to the survey makes it easy for you to respond. To
complete the survey, simply click on the link below:
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
This survey is important in exploring the relationship between principal leadership
functions and how principals rank high-quality PD factors by importance. Many
principals have already expressed the ease with which the survey is made.
Your response is voluntary, and I appreciate your considering my request.

Shelby Daeschner
University of Kentucky
Doctoral Candidate
Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix D
Third Email
Dear ${m://FirstName},
Recently, you were sent an e-mail asking you to complete a survey about your
instructional leadership characteristics and for you to rank five PD factors from most
important to least. I would truly appreciate your help in conducting this study.
If you have not answered the questionnaire yet, I would like to urge you to do so. It
should only take about 25 minutes to complete.
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
The survey is important; principals are the only source for getting truly representative
opinions of practicing leadership characteristics and implementing PD in schools. If you
have questions or comments, please contact me. Thank you for your help, and best
wishes for the remainder of the school year.

Shelby Daeschner
University of Kentucky
Doctoral Candidate

Follow the link to opt out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix E
Author’s Permission to Use PIMRS

Tue, Jun 29, 2021, 2:17
PM
Dear Shelby Daeschner
You have my permission to use the PIMRS in your research. You now are able to access various
PIMRS resources on my website at

http://philiphallinger.com/tool/survey/pimrs/a/researcherLogin-2.html.
Please enter the following requested information during 2021:
•

•

Research User ID: PIMRS
Your Password: 4538442

•
•
•

Name: Your FirstName LastName
Email: Your email address
Click the Submit button

The webpage contains a variety of resources including:
1. Forms of the English language PIMRS for your copying and adaptation
2. Translated versions of the PIMRS for Malay, Chinese, Arabic, Thai, Persian, Amharic,
Portuguese, Spanish, Turkish, Vietnamese
3. Support resources including the Technical Report (new), User Manual (old)
4. PIMRS related articles and book chapters
5. Other instructional leadership articles
6. List and zipped PDF files of 400 PIMRS Studies
For full and up-to-date information on the PIMRS and its use as a
research and evaluation tool, please my latest book, Assessing Principal
Instructional Leadership with the PIMRS. The book contains useful
information for researchers on the scale including its development, use,
validity and reliability. The book also details how to use the short form and plan research
with the instrument. For more info, go to:
http://www.springer.com/cn/book/9783319155326. Individual chapters may also be
purchased.
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Please keep in mind the conditions of your purchase including sending me:
1) a copy of the translated PIMRS (if applicable),
2) a copy of yourRAW DATASET, and 3) a pdf copy of your completed study.
Please also note that the user is required to include ALL questions including demographic
questions (i.e., gender, years of experience, school level) included in the PIMRS unless
otherwise waived by the publisher.
If you need any assistance, please contact me directly.
Best of luck.
Prof. Hallinger

Wed, Dec 1, 2021,
12:29 PM
Then you can adapt or omit the demographic section.

Prof Halinger
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Appendix F
Copy of the Study’s Survey

PIMRS/PD Factor Survey - Copy
Start of Block: Part I

Consent Do you consent to participate in this study?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
o Click to write Choice 3 (3)

Q1 Years, at the end of this school year, that you have been principal:

o 1 (1)
o 2-4 (2)
o 5-9 (3)
o 10-15 (4)
o More than 15 (5)
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Q2 To your knowledge, which of the following do you consider your school district?

o Rural (1)
o Urban (2)
o Suburban (3)
End of Block: Part I
Start of Block: Part II

Intro Read each statement carefully. Then choose the number that best fits the specific job
behavior or practice as you conducted it during the past school year. For the response to each
statement:

5 represents Almost Always
4 represents Frequently
3 represents Sometimes
2 represents Seldom
1 represents Almost Never

In some cases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgement in selecting the most
appropriate response to such questions. Please choose only one number per question. Try to
answer every question.
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Q2 To what extent do you...?
I. FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Develop a
focused set of
annual schoolwide goals (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Frame the
school's goals in
terms of staff
responsibilities
for meeting
them (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Use needs
assessment or
other formal
and informal
methods to
secure staff
input on goal
development
(3)

o

o

o

o

o

Use data on
student
performance
when
developing the
school's
academic goals
(4)

o

o

o

o

o

Develop goals
that are easily
understood and
used by
teachers in the
school (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q3 To what extent do you...?
COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Communicate
the school's
mission
effectively to
members of the
school
community (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Discuss the
school's
academic goals
with teachers
at faculty
meetings (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Refer to the
school's
academic goals
when making
curricular
decisions with
teachers (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Ensure that the
school's
academic goals
are reflected in
highly visible
displays in the
school (e.g.,
posters or
bulletin boards
emphasizing
academic
progress) (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Refer to the
school's goals
or mission in
forums with
students (e.g.,
in assemblies or
discussions) (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q4 To what extent do you...?
SUPERVISE AND EVALUATE INSTRUCTION
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Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Ensure that the
classroom
priorities of
teachers are
consistent with
the goals and
direction of the
school (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Review student
work products
when
evaluating
classroom
instruction (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Conduct
informal
observations in
classrooms on
a regular basis
(informal
observations
are
unscheduled,
last at least 5
minutes, and
may or may not
involve written
feedback or a
formal
conference) (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Point out
specific
strengths in
teacher's
instructional
practices in
postobservation
feedback (e.g.,
in conferences
or written
evaluations) (4)

o

o

o

o

o
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Point out
specific
weaknesses in
teacher
instructional
practices in
postobservation
feedback (e.g.,
in conferences
or written
evaluations) (5)

o

o

o

Q5 To what extent do you...?
COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM
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o

o

Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Make clear
who is
responsible for
coordinating
the curriculum
across grade
levels (e.g., the
principal. vice
principal, or
teacherleaders) (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Draw upon the
results of
school-wide
testing when
making
curricular
decisions (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Monitor the
classroom
curriculum to
see that it
covers the
school's
curricular
objectives (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Assess the
overlap
between the
school's
curricular
objectives and
the school's
achievement
tests (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Participate
actively in the
review of
curricular
materials (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q6 To what extent do you...?
MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Meet
individually
with teachers
to discuss
student
progress (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Discuss
academic
performance
results with the
faculty to
identify
curricular
strengths and
weaknesses (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Use tests and
other
performance
measure to
assess progress
toward school
goals (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Infomr
teachers of the
school's
performance
results in
written form
(e.g., in a
memo or
newsletter) (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Inform
students of
school's
academic
progress (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q7 To what extent do you...?
PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Limit
interruptions of
instructional
time by public
address
announcements
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Ensure that
students are not
called to the
office during
instructional
time (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Ensure that
tardy and truant
students suffer
specific
consequences
for missing
instructional
time (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Encourage
teachers to use
instructional
time for
teaching and
practicing new
skills and
concepts (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Limit the
intrusion of
extra- and cocurriculuar
activities on
instructional
time (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q8 To what extent do you...?
MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY
Almost
Never (1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Take time to talk
informally with
students and
teachers during
recess and breaks
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Visit classrooms to
discuss school
issues with
teachers and
students (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Attend/participate
in extra- and cocurricular
activities (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Cover classes for
teachers until a
late or substitute
teacher arrives (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Tutor students or
provide direct
instruction to
classes (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q9 To what extent do you..?
PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Reinforce
superior
performance by
teachers in
staff meetings,
newsletters,
and/or memos
(1)

o

o

o

o

o

Compliment
teachers
privately for
their efforts or
performance
(2)

o

o

o

o

o

Acknowledge
teachers'
exceptional
performance by
writing memos
for their
personnel files
(3)

o

o

o

o

o

Reward special
efforts by
teachers with
opportunities
for professional
recognition (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Create a
professional
growth
opportunities
for teachers as
a reward for
special
contributions
to the school
(5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q10 To what extent do you..?
PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Ensure that
inservice
activities
attended by
staff are
consistent with
the school's
goals (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Actively
support the use
in the
classroom of
skills acquired
during
inservice
training (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Obtain the
participation of
the whole staff
in important
inservice
activites (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Lead or attend
teacher
inservice
activities
concerned with
instruction (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Set aside time
at faculty
meetings for
teachers to
share ideas or
information
from inservice
activities (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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Q11 To what extent do you..?
PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING
Almost Never
(1)

Seldom (2)

Sometimes (3)

Frequently (4)

Almost
Always (5)

Recognize
students who do
superior work
with formal
rewards such as
an honor roll or
mention in the
principal's
newsletter (1)

o

o

o

o

o

Use assemblies
to honor
students for
academic
accomplishments
or for behavior
or citizenship (2)

o

o

o

o

o

Recognize
superior student
achievement or
improvement by
seeing in the
office the
students with
their work (3)

o

o

o

o

o

Contact parents
to communicate
improved or
exemplary
student
performance or
contributions (4)

o

o

o

o

o

Support teachers
actively in their
recognition
and/or reward of
student
contributions to
and
accomplishments
in class (5)

o

o

o

o

o
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End of Block: Part II
Start of Block: Part III

Q12 Please rank the following professional development factors in order of importance when
creating your schools’ professional development,
1 being least important and 5 being most important.
______ PD that aligns with standards and assessments (1)
______ Active learning through practicing the PD in the classroom (2)
______ Working with PLCs and other educators, to problem solve together (3)
______ PD that spans longer periods of time to allow for practice and feedback (4)
______ PD that is narrow and specific in content (5)

End of Block: Part III
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